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1

Chapter 1. Seeking Influences on Course Planning

Most attempts to improve teaching and learning in colleges focus on the instructor's role
as "classroom actor" rather than as "classroom planner." Yet in constructing a course,
planning is an iinportant faculty activity requiring expertise and effective decision
making. Since little is known about the assumptions on which faculty members base
course planning, few guidelines are available for instructional leaders as they try to
support excellence in teaching and learning.

This report summarizes influences on course planning among American faculty mem-
bers, based on a 1987-88 survey focusing on introductory college courses. The key
findings and a refined model of course planning should stimulate fruitful discussionon
campuses. By using products emerging from the study, including a group self-
assessment inventory modeled on the survey, faculty members and administrators
should gain an understanding of several aspects of course planning:

Which influences on faculty course planning are usually stable, based in faculty
disciplinary backgrounds, and probably not easily changed.
Which influences on faculty course planning are contextual or situational, and
therefore subject to change.
Which current services intended to support teaching and learning are useful to
faculty and which should be reexamined to find new and more helpful approaches.
Which institutional missions need renewed emphasis if they are to be fully reflected
in courses.
How faculty views of course pldnning might be broadened to include a greater range
of alternatives.
How curriculum councils and teaching improvement strategies might build on,
rather than challenge, beliefs of diverse faculty groups.

Our key findings are that, when planning, introductory courses, faculty members are
influenced most strongly by their discipline r..11cntations, scholarly and pedagogical
backgrounds, and beliefs about the purpose of educat.,.,n. They are also influenced, but
less strongly, by contextual influences that depend on the local situation. Thus,
influences on wurse planning vary substantially by teaching field but minimally by type
of college.

In reporting these findings, we first present the background and rationale for the
investigation, including a tentative guiding model. Then we describe how we obtained
a nationally representative sample of faculty members from diverse colleges. In
subsequent chapters, we describe the evolution of each section of the survey instrument,
from preliminary interviews to final results, and report the data collected from the survey.
Finally, we confirm and refine a model of course planning and show that it can readily
be applied to diverse academic fields and settings.

Building a Planning Model

When developing a conceptual framework for examining course planning in higher
education, we found that the only similar study was limited in scope and had teen
conducted in Australia (Powell & Shanker, 1982). Thus, we had to draw on a wide range
of concepts to formulate a comprehensive survey instrument suitable for use in the
United States. In doing so, we attempted to blend several current Lnes of thought about
students' cognitive development with traditional views on college teaching. An extensive
literature review and a discussion of these ideas as background for the study are provided
in earlier reports in this series (Stark & Lowther, 1986; Stark et al., 1988). Following the

1 4
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literature review, we conducted lengthy interviews with 89 faculty members at eight
colleges to refine our survey questions (Stark et al., 1988).

Prompted by recent advances in cognitive psychology as well as by recommendations
drawn from national critiques of higher education, we used the interviews to explore
faculty views of how their course planning enhances curricular coherence, interrelated-
ness among disciplines, curricular integration, and student involvement. We used
classic works on the differences among disciplines first developed by Phenix (1964) and
later elaborated for higher educators by Drcssel and Marcus (1982). Simultaneously, we
adapted for exploration at the college level several applicable theories more commonly
associated with pre-college teaching, including theories of course design and sequencing
(Posner & Rudnitsky, 1982), conceptions of curriculum (Eisner & Valiance, 1974), and
studies of teacher thought (Clark & Peterson, 1986). Finally, we linked our studies with
others simultaneously underway, such as Cross and Angelo's emerging work on
classroom research strategies (1988) and Donald's studies of faculty goals for students'
cognitive development (1983). All of these sources contributed to the development of our
research design and survey instrument.

Two important definitions we developed are basic to our initial and continuing studies
of course planning:

1. Curriculum is an academic plan that is purposefully constructed to facilitate
student learning. Although academic plans may be constructed at several levels
(i.e., lesson, course, program, college), we are concerned here with the course
Man, most typkally developed bya single faculty member. Course plans are the
)asic building blocks of the college curriculum.

2. Following from the definition of curriculum as a plan, we view college course
planning as the decision-making process in which instructors select content to
be taught, consider various factors affecting the teaching and learning process,
and choose from alternative strategies for engaging students with the content.
Planning also includes selecting methods to obtain feedback about student
learning so that the decision-making process may be improved in the future.

In exploring course planning based on these two definitions, we developed a preliminary
"Contextual Filters Model." This tentative model (Figure 1) divides the relevant variables
and issues broadly into three groups: content, context, and form (Toombs, 1977-78). It
has been helpful for identifying factors that could be varied to improve course planning.
Although in Chapter 5 we will discuss revisions in the Contextual Filters Model based on
the survey results, we describe the original version here because it serves to guide
discussion of the survey instrument.

In this model, "content considerations" are the most important influences on course
planning. These considerations include the discipline taught, faculty background, and
related educational assumptions. Since we knew these influences were linked but we
weiv not sure how they were related temporally, we included them as a tripartite group
on the left of Figure 1.

"Context" factors represent aspects of the environment that may modify or mitigate the
effect of educational assumptions included in the content considerations. Based on
interviews with faculty, we shaded the representations of these variabks (the contextual
modifiers or "filters") in Figure 1 to Indicate their estimated relative importance. The
heavier the border and shading, the more consistently the influence was mentioned by
faculty members in varied disciplines and colleges as influencing their course planning
practice.
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Figure 1, Tentative contextual filters model of course design, 1987.

Note: The heavier the bonier and shading the mom consistently the contextual influence was mentioned by faculty.

Finally, in representing course "form," that is, the actual steps faculty take in planning
and the decisions they make, we learned that many variations exist in practice. Although
selecting and organizing content probably precede other planning activities for most
faculty, we did not know where instructors in various disciplines tend to start the
planning cycle. Thus, we arrayed variouscourse decisions in an irregularcircle to portray
a non-linear process, hoping to discover the most typical sequences of activities later.

The tentative model postulated the existence of feedback, as shown in Figure 1 but
included no details about it. We knew, however, that faculty members use more informal
than formal methods of evaluating how their plan promotes student learning. Typically,
they do only informal research on how their teaching is going. We hypothesized that,
however feedback is obtained, it mightmore readily modify instructors' perceptions of the
importance of contextual influences on course planning than it would modify their
content beliefs stemming from their subject areas and academic backgrounds. In
Chapter 2 we will return to the study rationale briefly as we describe the evolution of each
section of the survey and its results.

Key Study Questions

The following questions guided the study, including construction of the survey instru-
ment and the subsequent data analysis.

What influences faculty as they plan courses?
How strong are the various influences?
Do course planning influences and processes differ by subject area and by type of
college?

In pursuing these broad questions we hoped to strengthen and confirm understandings
we had gained about course planning from the interviews and, as a result, to make the
tentative Contextual Filters Model more explicit. This report provides a basic summary
of the information collected in the survey and answers the three broad study questions.

it;
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Testing the Model

This study built on interviews conducted in 1986-87 with 89 faculty members. The report
of these exploratory interviews is published as Reflections on Course Planning: Faculty
and Students Consider Irilluences and Goals (Stark et al., 1988). Since results from the
exploratory study will be referred to frequently in this report, for brevity, we will refer to
this earlier background discussion as the Reflections study or simply Reflections. The
study described here, involving a survey to extend and confirm Reflections, will be called
the PICC study (for planning introductory college courses). The name Course Planning
Exploration (CPE) refers to the survey instrument used in the PICC study; the evolution
and construction of the survey will be described in Chapters 2 through 4.

Sampling Plan and Rationale

The PICC study was designed to use a survey, the Course Planning Exploration, to
confirm and extend the information we had gathered in exploratory interviews about how
faculty members in different academic fields plan introductory courses (Reflections). We
wanted to obtain a nationally representative sample of faculty members in different fields
and different college sqtings to describe accurately typical introductory course planning.

Although the Reflections study revealed the most important independent variable
affecting course planning to be academic field, there were no cross-institutional lists or
national directories of faculty teaching introductory courses in different fields from which
to draw our sample. Disciplinary association lists were also inappropriate for our
purposes because such association memberships underrepresent faculty teaching
introductory-level courses, particularly in community colleges. Due to the absence of
appropriate lists, we needed institutional cooperation to identify accurately, efficiently,
and consistently full-time and part-time faculty teaching the selected introductory
courses. The second most important course planning variable mentioned during the
interviews was student characteristics. Student characteristics often vary with college
type and mission, college location, and college selectivity.

These two considerations, the need to identify faculty within institutions who teach
selected introductory courses and the need to include wide variation in institutional
settings (to assure varied student characteristics), led us to choose the individual faculty
member as our unit of analysis but to select faculty members from within clusters of
randomly selected institutions.

The Carnegie classification was chosen as the clustering scheme because of its common
use and because its subdivisions are somewhat finer than the categories used by the
National Center for Education Statistics. Descriptions of the Carnegie classifications are
provided in Appendix A.

Cluster sampling admittedly increased the standard error of measurement and provided
less statistical power than a purely random sample of faculty members would have
provided. The increased standard error is most problematic when generalizing to
Carnegie classifications such as doctoral universities, for which a small number of
institutions provided large numbers of faculty members teaching the introductory
courses. A systematic institutional bias in these settings, potentially related to faculty
differences in course planning, may go undetected. The sampling errors in this strategy
probably caused us to underestimate differences among types oP.astitutions rather than
to overestimate them.

Advantages to cluster sampling, however, included (1) the ability to identify faculty by
current teaching assignment; (2) the possibility of returning to some settings with
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advanct infonaation for a projected study of program planning; (3) the potential of asking
some faculty members in specific settings to complete a second survey regarding
advanced courses, and (4) the possibility of developing useful information to share with
cooperating institutions.

Several relevant parameters could have been used to create additional stratifications
within the Carnegie clusters. We hoped to ensure an assortment of selective and non-
selective colleges, commuter and residential colleges, urban and non-urban colleges,
religiously oriented and non-religiously oriented colleges. We noted that the Carnegie
types, while partially based on research orientation, are also based on measures of
selectivity that may be correlated with control and religiosity. For example, in the
Carnegie scheme, the two types of liberal arts colleges are deliberately separated on
estimates of admissions selectivity rather than the combined estimates of research
conducted, degrees granted, and selectivity that are used to separate the categories of
doctoral universities. To an unknown extent, the vocational program rationale used for
separating the two comprehensive college categories also may be correlated with
selectivity. Clearly there were too many potentially confounding variables to stratify on
all of them.

We decided not to stratify on additional variables because random selection within the
Carnegie types should ensure that these variations would occur much as they occur in
the population of colleges. We decided, instead, to obtain the best available measures
of several potentially important institutional variables and maintain them in our data
base as independent factors for potential statistical control of variations. Thus, for the
colleges sampled, we have identified measures of (1) student selectivity (five levels of
admissions competitiveness), (2) religiosity (religious connections, no religious connec-
tions), (3) predominance of commuter students (residential, commuter), (4) location
(urban, nonurban), (5) control (public, independent), (6) state, (7) U.S. geographic region,
(8) accrediting region, (9) enrollment, and (10) state coordination (strong, weak). Details
of these dimensions are provided in Appendix B.

Note that in addition to the nine institutional characteristics frequently used in college
studies, we included a tenth characteristic, state coordination, because of the possibility
that state policies might influence course planning in important ways. Although the
regional dispersion of our Refiections interviews had been insufficiently broadto identify
any regional differences, in some states faculty members spoke of the influence of state
coordination plans and community college articulation agreements. Although random
selection should have equalized these factors as we selected institutions from the
Carnegie clusters, we entered in our data base a variable estimating the extent of state
coordination.

Although minority and women faculty membersmay be underrepresented in the general
faculty population, we made no provision to oversample for two reasons: (1) we had no
prior evidence that race or gender affects the way faculty plan courses; and (2) since we
chose faculty members teaching introductory level courses women and minority faculty
members are likely overrepresented in relation to thc general faculty population.

Academic Meld Stratification

Since academic field is such an important factor in course planning, we tried to include
faculty from several different disciplines in our sample. Our primary concern with
general education and our attempts to strike a balance between comprehensiveness and
parsimony led us to include nine fields typical of introductory lower division courses. To
examine introductory professional courses as well as those in general education, we
included business, education (represented by educational psychology, which is often one



6

Planning Infroductenj Wiege Courses

of the first courses), and nursing. While these professional fields are common in several
types of colleges, they are not offered in all al. d there is great variation in the level at which
an introductory course is offered. For example, in community colleges, the first course
in nursing is taught in the first term; in four-year nursing programs it may follow a year
or more of general education. Due to their i&roductory nature and the fact that some
students may only be sampling the field, we will refer to these courses as preprofessional
courses. Since there are few commonly offered general introductory courses, we did not
include preprofessional courses representing a technological field such as engineering,
engineering technology, or computer science.

The list of the twelve types of courses we included in the study and the brief definitions
that guided cooperating institutions and survey respondents are given in Table 1. Some
of the preprofessional studies frequently are not offered at colleges of certain types.

We included two specific types of introductory courses (one general education and one
preprofessional) for additional special reasons. We were interested in probing faculty
responses in the Reflections interviews that indicated that educational theory and
instructional design knowledge are not influential in course planning. We wondered
whether faculty members with particular knowledge in these subjects would give them
greater credence than their colleagues. Thus, we included faculty members teaching in
introductory psychology (typically a freshman course) and educational psychology (often
a junior level introduction to a professional education sequence) as potential points of
comparison. We will discuss these special comparisons ata later date in a supplementary
paper.

Sampling Procedures

At the time our sample was drawn, the new Carnegie classification of institutions hadjust
been published (The Chronicle of Higher Education, July 8, 1987). The Carnegie
Foundation would not release the tape or hard copies of the classification directly,
hom ever, since some institutions were still seeking reviews of their new classifications.
Despite this, we assumed that errors would be fewer in using the new classification listing
than the 1976 version. Thus, we used the list from the Chronicle (supplemented by a
short error list published shortly thereafter).

From the Carnegie listing we excluded research universities (103 institutions) and
"professional schools and other specialized institutions" (643 institutions). Thenwe drew
ten percent samples of the institutions from each remaining Carnegie stratum. Two
exceptions to this procedure made the sample less than ideally random. To cooperate
with a companion study undertaken by another NCRIPTAL research program, we
replaced a few institutions that had been drawn the previous week in a ten percent
random sample for the companion study. We also replaced by a new draw two
institutions that had participated in our pilot interviews.

The resulting distribution of institutions in our sample by Carnegie classification is
shown in Table 2. Subsequently, we discovered that nine institutions had been
inappropriately included for reasons we had not foreseen. They included upper division
colleges, non-autonomous branches of a major campus (where officials indicated no
course planning is done), specialized schools, and so on. This reduced the actual number
of institutions appropriately drawn for the study to 258.

Table 3 shows the distribution of other institutional characteristics we included in our
data base for the potentially participating institutions in each Carnegie class.
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TABLE 1

Introductory Courses Included In Survey

1. Freshman composition. These writing courses are taken by beginning students with
average preparation. They may be required or strongly suggested for all or some of the
students.

2. Introductory literature. These courses may cover any gaue of literature, but they
should represent undergraduate students' first encounter with literature taught at the
college level.

3. History. These may be courses in either American history or "Westem Civilization."
They should represent the first college level history courses students might take.

4. Sociology . These should be introductory sociology courses typically taken by lower
division students as first social science electives or to meet distribution requirements.

. Psychology. These should be intmductory psychdogy courses typically taken by lower
division students as first electives or to meet distribution requirements. It is not impor-
tant whether psychology is classified u a natural science or a social/behavioral science.

6. Educational psychology. This should be the first educational psychology course taken
by students who plan to enter educational careers. Depending upon the institutional plan,
this course may be taken either before or after formal admission to a program in educatice.

7 . Biology. These should be the first biology courses that lower division students take in
college. They may be taken by prospective majors, by general studies students, or by both
groups.

8. Mathematics. The courses should be introductory mathematics courses taught at or above
the level of college algebra.

9. Introductory fine arts. These non-perfonnance courses should be those elected by
lower division students as first college courses in any of the arts. They should be designed
to achieve cultural or historical understanding rather thsn skill development.

I 0 . Romance language. These will be beginning courses in French, Spanish, or Italian that
are taken by students without prior background or whose test scores indicated they should
repeat an introductory course.

11 . Introduction to nursing. This will be the first course typically offered to students
entering the nursing program. Generally, it will include a profession orientation and broad
view of the field.

I 2 . Introduction to business. This will be the first course offered to students planning to
study some area of business or business administration. Although not all business pro-
grams offer such survey courses, those that do frequently plan the course to provide a broad
view of the field.



TABLE 2

Distribution of Institutions In the Sample

CARNEGIE TYPE

1987 CARNEGIE TYPE' STUDY POPULATION STUDY SAMPLE PARTICIPATING

Number
of

colleges

Percent
of

colleges

Percent
Number of study

of populabon
colleges (base.2643)

Percent of
Number eligible

of colleges
colleges' (base.2671258)

Number
of

colleges

Percent
of

total
(base.97)

Percent
of

invited'

fiesewch univ 1 & 11 103 3.1 0
Doctoral univ I 51 1.5 51 1.9 6 (5) 2.2 (1.9) 1 1.0 20.0Doctoral univ II 59 1.7 59 2.2 6 (5) 2.2 (1.9) 4 4.1 80.0Comprehensive! 427 12.6 427 16.2 43 (44) 16.1 (17.1) 18 18.6 40.9
Comprehensive 11 174 5.1 174 6.6 17 (19) 6.4 (7.4) II 11.3 57.9Liberal ant I 125 3.7 125 4.7 13 (15) 4.9 (5.8) 5 5.1 33.3Uberal arts II 439 12.9 439 16.6 44 (40) 16.5 (15.5) 20 20.6 50.02-yeer colleges 1368 40.4 1368 51.8 137 (130) 51.3 (50.4) 38 39.1 29.2Specialized 643 19.0 0 -
Total 3389 100.0 2643 100.0 267 (258) 99.6 (100.0) 97 99.8 37.6

'Source: 1987 Carnegie Classification printed in The Chronicle of Higher Education, July 8, 1967.
'fr4ustment of numbers of colleges in study sample from 267 to 258 results from later corrections to Carnegie classifications or determkiations of inappropriateneu to the study (e.g.,upper division only; specialized; etc.).
°Eight institutions of the sample of 258 that originally agreed to participate and received surveys but then did not distribute them to faculty members are not included with participants.'After coNapsing the two types of doctoral institutions into one category to eliminate a small cell, there was no significant difference in the overall rate of participation across Carnegietypes. X' 10.82, di 5, p .06.

UO;



TABLE 3

Characteristics of the inetitutions In the Corrected Random Sample (N z 258)

Toni

CARNEGIE TYPE OF INSTITUTION

Doc I Doc II Comp I Comp II LA I LA II 2-yor

CHARACTERISTIC 258 % 5 S 5 S 44 % 19 % 15 % 40 % 130 %

Geowoh lo region
New Engiaid 13 5.0 0 0 3 23,1 0 2 15.4 2 15.4 6 46.9
Mid-Atientic 39 15.1 0 1 2.6 8 20.5 7 17.9 4 10.3 3 7.7 16 41.0So. Atlantic 37 14.3 0 1 2.7 7 18.9 1 2.7 2 5.4 3 8.1 23 62.2East No. Central 41 15.9 2 4.9 1 2.4 7 17.1 2 4.9 2 4.9 12 29.3 15 8.9West No. Central 34 13.2 0 0 5 14.7 2 5.9 2 5.9 10 29.4 15 5.9East So. Central 11 4.3 1 9.1 0 0 1 9.1 1 9.1 0 8 72.7West So. Control 28 10.9 1 3.6 1 3.6 5 17.9 2 7.1 0 4 14.3 15 53.6Mountain 16 6.2 0 1 6.3 2 12.5 1 6.3 1 6.3 2 12.5 9 66.3
Pacific 39 15.1 1 2.6 0 7 17.9 3 7.7 1 7.7 4 10.3 23 59.0

Selectivity
Noncompetitive 121 46.9 0 1 0.8 6 5.0 1 0.8 0 4 3.3 109 90.1Less competitive 45 17.4 0 0 11 24.4 4 8.9 0 10 22.2 20 44.4Competitive 67 26.0 2 3.0 3 4.5 22 32.8 10 14.9 4 6.0 25 37.3 1 1.5Very competitive 18 7.0 1 5.6 1 5.6 5 17.8 4 22.2 6 33.3 1 5.6 0Highly compatitive 5 1.9 1 20.0 0 0 0 4 80.0 0 0Most competitive 2 0.8 1 50.0 0 0 0 1 50.0 0 0

ReNglosity
Religious oonnection
No religious connection

75
183

29.1
70.9

1

4
20.0
80.0

2
3

40.0
60.0

12
32

27.3
72.7

13
6

68.4
31.6

10
5

66.7
33.3

30
10

75.0
25.0

7
123

5.4
94.6

Control
Pubtic 133 51.6 2 40.0 2 40.0 24 54.4 4 21.1 1 6.7 3 7.5 97 74.6Indepenclunt 125 48.4 3 60.0 3 60.0 20 45.5 15 78.9 14 93.3 37 92.5 33 25.4

Living
Resident el 91 35.3 3 60.0 2 40.0 21 47.4 9 47.4 15 100.0 29 72.5 12 9.2Commuter 167 64.7 2 40.0 3 60.0 23 52.6 10 52.6 0 0 11 17.5 118 90.8

State coordination
Strong 103 39.9 2 40.0 4 80.0 25 56.8 4 21.1 5 33.3 14 35.0 49 37.7Weak 155 60.1 3 60.0 1 20.0 19 43.2 15 78.9 10 66.6 26 65,0 81 62.3

Location
Urban 139 53.9 4 80.0 4 80.0 35 79.5 13 68.4 7 46.7 23 57.5 53 40.8Nonurban 119 46.1 1 20.0 1 20.0 9 20.5 6 31.6 8 53.3 7 42.5 77 59.2

Enrollment
Mean 7969 8022 6787 1863 1549 771 3395SD 3842 5186 4420 326 788 321 4960
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Responses Within the Institutions and Disciplines

We requested that the chief academic officer in eac": of the randomly drawn institutions
appoint a campus liaison who would do three things: (1) identify all full-time and part-
time faculty members teaching the specified twelve types of courses, (2) report the
numbers of each to us when requesting the correct number of surveys, and (3) ask the
instructors to complete the CPE surveys, returning them directly to us in postage-paid
envelopes. (Samples of materials sent to the campuses are shown in Appendix C.)
Campus liaisons were asked to keep a record of which faculty received the materials and
to follow up non-respondents who had not returned a separate participation card after
two weeks. Campus liaisons also were asked to assist with a second follow-up based on
specific survey I.D. numbers not yet returned after four weeks.

Most liaisons provided the number of faculty members teaching in each field. For
institutions with large numbers of part-timn faculty there sometimes was a trade-off
between willingness to participate and the amount of detailed data the liaison needed to
collect. Since we were exploring a previously unexplored topic, we judged it better to have
a slightly less accurate estimate of response representativeness than to have less data.
Thus, we can only estimate the actual response rate aryl the representativeness of those
faculty from the eligible population at each campus who answered the survey.

Institutional Response

Table 4 shows the response rate by institutional type. Overall, 37.6% of the institutions
we invited agreed to participate in the study. We believe the wide differential response
rates by college type were caused, in part, byour request to include part-time faculty and
the willingness of colleges to locate them and ask them to complete the survey. This
particularly affected participation among two-year colleges that employ many part-
timers. In contrast, we found greater reluctance of administrators at Liberal Arts I and
Doctoral I institutions to ask highly autonomous full-time faculty to take time from their
research and teaching to participate in educational studies. Ourbest response was from
"middle range" institutions with modest numbers ofpart-time and full-time faculty and
where teaching, rather than research, is strongly emphasized.

Table 5 compares characteristics of the 97 institutions that participated with the
characteristics of the 161 colleges that declined, failed to provide a definite answer, or
agreed to participate and failed to follow through. Although community colleges and
liberal arts institutions appeared underrepresented in Table 4, the only statistically
significant difference is religiosity. While this significant difference may be important, it
seems a minor difference between the sample we solicited and that we obtained, in light
of the lack of difference on other variables.

Faculty Response

We obtained 2,311 usable surveys from the 97 participating colleges, yielding a
conservatively estimated response rate of 58.6% of the faculty who had been asked to
participate (Table 6). From a different stance, a conservative estimate of a 61.2% return
rate by academic field of the faculty respondents is given in Table 7. Roughly, the
variation of faculty response by type of course ranges from a low of 51.0% in English
composition (where many instructors are part-time faculty members) to a high of 84.8%
in nursing.
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Table 4

Institutional Participation
MIMS

DECISDN

Yes

CARNEGIE TYPE

No or no answeia Total invitedb

Doctoral I 1 20.0% 4 80.0% 5
Doctoral II 4 80.0% 1 20.0% 5
Comprehensive I 18 40.9% 26 59.1% 44
Comprehensive II 11 57.9% 8 42.1% 19
Libera: arts I 5 33.3% 10 66.0% 15
Liberal arts II 20 50.0% 20 50.0% 40
2-year colleges 38 29.2% 92 70.8% 130
Total 97 37.6% 161 62.4% 258

aThe category rio or no answer includes eight institutions that agreed to participate and received surveys but then did not distribute them to
faculty members.

brh. total of 268 institutions does not include nine colleges that were invited but then detarmined inappropriste for the study. Alter collapsing the
two types of doctoral institutions into one category to eliminate small cells, there was no significant difference in the OVIMOM rat. of participation across

categories: A2. 10.82, cif. 6, p .08. In part, this lack of significance is dAis o the wide variation in partidpalion rates across all categories.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

26
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TABLE 5

Characteristics of Participating and Nonparticipating institutions

CHARACTERISTIC

TOTAL PARTICPATING NONPARTICIPATING STATISTICAL CCOPARISON

N
258

%

100.0

N
97

%
37.8

N
181

%
82.4 X2 dt

Geographic region 11.77 8 0.16
New England 13 5.0 1 12
Mid-Adantic 39 15.1 18 21
So. Atlantic 37 14.3 17 2:1

East No. Central 41 15.9 14 27
West No. Central 31 13.2 16 18
East So. Central 11 4.3 4 7
West So. Centre/ 33 10.9 12 16
Mountain 16 6.2 5 11

Pacific 39 15.1 10 29
Selectivity 3.01 4 0.56

Noncompetitive 121 46.9 43 78
Less competitive 46 17.4 18 27
Competitive 67 26.0 29 33
Very competithio 18 7.0 6 12
Highly or most
oompetilive 7 2.7 1 6

Religiosity 6.93 0.01
Religious connection 75 29.1 33 51 37 49
No religious connection 183 70.9 92 32 124 ea

Control 0.41 1 0.52
Public 133 51.6 C 35 86 65
independent 125 48.4 93 43 75 EC

Living 0.78 1 0.38
Residential 91 35.3 33 42 53 93
Commuter 167 64.7 SI 35 108 6

State coordination 1.57 1 0.21
Strong 103 39.9 44 43 33 57
Weak 155 60.1 SI 34 102 6

Location 0.33 1 0.56
Urban 139 53.9 $ V 84 OD

Nonurbmi 119 46.1 42 36 77 85
Enrollment r..14 256 0.89

Mean 3526 3606
93 3683 4844
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Rats, by Institutional Type

INSTRUTIONAL
TYPE

SURVEYS
REQUESTED

RETURNED/
NOT USED

OR REJECTED

ESTIMATED
EXCESS

REQUESTS
SURVEYS

ANALYZED
ESTIMATED

PERCENTAGE

Dockirall 113 2 5 81 76.4

Doctoral 11 272 7 23 125 51.0

Composition! 1202 33 120 b42 61.2

Composition!! 398 36 45 231 72.9

Liberal arts! 206 13 33 167 91.3

Liberal arts 11 498 36 40 289 68.5

2-year 1849 ea 150 778 47.6

Total 4538 195 400 2311 58.6

Note: Based on our best guess about xcess surveys ordered by colleges that did not provide an accurate count of faculty members, a more
generous estimate is 62%. Conservative estimates by types of institution, based only on the numbers of surveys sent and returned, we* tallied and
showed an estimated rang* In response from a low of 47.6% for twolew college faculty to a high of 913% for facti.r ln Liberal Ana I colleges that had
agreed to participate.

TABLE 7

Facult Res onse Rates, b Academic Field

ACADEMIC FELD SURVEYS REQUESTED SURVEYS ANALYZED
ESTIMATED

PERCENTAGE RETURNED

Biology 301 215 71.4
Business 177 91 51.4
Composition 814 415 51.0
Educational psychology 70 68.6
Fine arts 330 205 60.5
History 410 263 64.1
Language 248 172 69.4
Literature 333 210 63.1
Mathematics 506 304 60.0
Nursing 79 84.8
Psychology 287 180 62.7
Sociology 212 141 66.5

OveraN 3776 2311 61.2

Nolo: The number of surveys requested by discipline is 762 Isu then the actual number because some Institutions did not supply the breakdown
meussled. There le n0 basis to estimate the distribubOn of surveys returned-or ordered in exceu across academic fireds; therefore these esernatee of
percentage returned we somewhat high.
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Summary of Response Rates, by Discipline and Institutional Type

Table 8 summarizes the usable numbers of faculty survey responses by academic field
and institutional type. Due to known variations in program offerings among institutions,
we did not expect the cells in this matrix to contain equal numbers of respondents. For
example, most responding Liberal Arts I colleges lacked programs in nursing and
business, effectively eliminating responses in these cells for this type of college. Also
because of programmatic varictions, we expected the population of faculty teaching
introductory courses at non-research institutions to differ from the population of faculty
in U.S. colleges and universities generally. To illustrate, we expected the teachers of
introductory courses to include a higher proportion of women than found among faculty
generally and we expected them to report lower academic ranks and degrees. Based on
fulfillment of these expectations and on comparison with government statistical reports
and estimates from several sources, we believe that the distribution of responses
accurately represents the types of colleges and academic fields of faculty teaching the
selected introductory courses.

Other Analyses of Response Bias

Because institutional willingness to participate in the survey was less than anticipated,
we made two attempts to identify any institutional response bias. First, when we were
told by phone that the institution was unwilling to participate, we asked the office of the
academic vice president about the reasons. Second, we conducted a brief bias survey
aimed at determining whether participating and non-participating institutions differed
in the locus of authority to decide about participating in studies. We sent a one-page
questionnaire to non-participating (N = 53) and "continually undecided" institutions (N
= 91) asking about the process of decision making that led to their decline or failure to
give us a definite answer at all.

Despite its brevity, the bias survey received an overall low response rat 4: of 26%. Of this
small group, a higher rate of response came from those colleges who had indicated a clear
decision not to participate (N = 23; 43%) than from those who had simply let the request
go unanswered (N = 15; 16%). The response rate for the bias survey did not differ by
institutional type.

Of those who responded to the bias study, over half of the chief academic officers (55%)
consulted with others on campus before deciding not to participate. Of these, 25%
consulted with the president of the college, 35% consulted with other administrators,
24% consulted with a faculty conunittee, and 53% consulted with faculty leaders. Of the
55% who consulted with others, 43% simply forwarded the survey to someone else. In
half of these cases, the institutional researcher received the request.

The respondents to the bias survey found the project of interest (91%), felt it would be
useful to their institution (70%), and believed it would be useful to higher education
(96%). On no campus did policy prohibit particration in such a survey. Nevertheless,
there were many reasons institutions did not participate. Among the most important,
44% of the colleges were currently involved in time-consuming sell-studies and 82% felt
that faculty would begrudge time needed for this survey. In all, 63% cited time
constraints in some form as the determining fector. (A copy of the bias survey and the
accompanying letter are provided in Appendix D.)

In succeeding sections, we base our discussion of results on 2,311 faculty responses from
97 institutions who appear ..o be an unbiased sample of faculty members teaching these
twelve types of introductory courses.

;)
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TABLE

nitwit Res ondents b Academic Field and institutional T

INSTITIMONAL TYPE

ACADEMIC FELD Total Doc IAN Comp I Compil LA I LA N 2-yow

Composition
N 415 18 121 39 27 55 155
% 18.0 8.7 18.8 16.9 16.2 19.0 20.0

Literature
N 210 31 93 34 19 a 46
% 8,7 15.0 10.3 10.4 11.4 8.3 5.9

History
N :63 il3 93 21 25 33 M

1.4 19.4 10.6 9.0 15.0 10.4 10.2
Sociology

N 111 10 33 17 4 17 a)
% 6,1 4.9 5.1 7.4 2.3 5.9 7.7

Psychology
N 180 5 51 19 18 23 EJ
% 7.8 2.4 7.9 8.2 10.8 6.9 8.6

Biology
N 215 23 63 19 14 31 86
% 9.3 11.2 9.8 8.2 8.4 10.7 8.4

Mathematics
N 304 ai 75 23 24 34 120
% 13.2 13.6 11.7 10.0 14.4 I 1.8 15.5

Fine arts
N 205 13 86 ai 9 24 63
% 8.9 6.3 10.6 12.1 5.4 8.3 8.1

Romance language
N 172 32 41 18 22 21 33
% 7.4 15.5 6.4 7.8 13.2 7.3 4.9

Educational
psychology
N 46 4 15 10 4 11 4
% 2.1 2.0 2,3 4.3 2.4 3.8 0.0

Nursing
N 67 2 19 5 1 8 32
% 2.9 1.0 3.0 2.2 0.0 2.8 4.1

Business
administration
N 91 0 n 8 0 14 47
% 3.9 0.0 3.4 as 0.0 4.8 6.1

Total 2311 206 642 231 167 289 776

Percentage
by field 99.7 100.0 99.9 100.0 99.5 100.0 99.5

Percentage
by typo 100.0 8.9 27.8 10.0 7.2 12.5 33.6

Subtotal 2105 200 586 206 162 256 693
Disciplines 91.1 97.1 91.3 90.0 97.0 88.6 89.3

Subtotal 206 6 SI 5 33 83
Preprofessional 8.9 3.0 8.7 10.0 3.0 11.4 10.7.M.

t
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Survey Instrument

The survey instrument used in this study was based on exploratory interviews conducted
in 1986-87 with 89 faculty members. The survey instrument, Course Planning Explora-
tion (CPE), was developed primarily by converting useful questions from the Reflections
interviews into survey form. These conversions enabled us to obtain direct responses
rather than those interpreted by interviewers and transcript coders. Additionally, more
precise data were gathered by ti,sking faculty to respond on five-point Likert-type scales
instead of by ranking items. einally, based on responses from Reflections, many
questions were rwised, elaboratec , or discarded, and some substantively new questions
were framed.

In the following chapters we discuss both the evolution of the survey and its results. In
the section titled "Courses Included in This Survey," we describe responding faculty
members and the introductory courses they kept in mind as they answered our survey.
Chapters 2, 3, and 4 follow the order of elements in the tentative contextual filters model
(Figure 1). That is. first (Chapter 2) we will discuss the survey questions aimed at
determining the influence of disciplinary content considerations (including the related
variables of faculty background and beliefs). Next, in Chapter 3, we discuss the questions
dealing with contextual influences. Finally, in Chapter 4, we discuss questions probing
course form and related issues, such as communication, monitoring, and feedback. For
each topic, the discussion is divided into two major parts, the first of which describes the
evolution of the survey, and the second the results. Aswe did in the section titled 'Testing
the Model," we will reproduce in the text relevant parts of the survey. Thus, in Figures
2 through 23 readers may readily see the form in which questionswere a Aced. A complete
copy of the CPE is provided in Appendix H.

In the discussion we have not detailed the theoretical reasons for including each survey
question since these have been developed in previous reports (Stark & Lowther, 1986:
Stark et al., 1988). Instead, in summarizing the evolution of the survey, we provide a very
brief discussion of the rationale for the question, describe what we learned in Reflections,
and give a brief account of the resulting changes, if any, of the question between
Reflections and the CPE.

Each chapter focuses on describing the survey findings and provides summary data
tables to highlight the data obtained from (a) all faculty members, (b) faculty teaching
general academic courses and (c) faculty members teaching preprofessionalcourses. We
provide separate data on responses from faculty teaching the nine introductory general
education courses and those teaching the three introductory preprofessional courses for
two reasons. First, we believe that the influences on course planning are often quite
different in these two introductory instructional levels; lumping all together could
produce a misleading picture or lead to erroneous interpretations. And, indeed, a cursory
analysis indicates that to be the case. Second, the numbers of responses from faculty
members teaching introductory preprofessional courses were small and not consistently
available for all types of colleges; the types of courses included do not fully represent the
population of preprofessional courses. Consequently, our conclusions for the preprofes-
sional courses are more tentative than for the general education courses. Although the
two types of data are reported separately, we have not included comparative statistics
since our primary purpose was not to compare these two types of introductory courses.

In the text, we also provide descriptions of differences among academic fields and collegt,
types. For the reader who wishes to study further the information supporting these
comparisons, detailed tables in Appendix E show comparisons by field and in Appendix
F provide comparisons by college type for each field. The summary tables in the tec.:. refer
the reader to the proper tables within Appendixes E and F.
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To guide the reader, an additional word is in order about how we have presented the
tabular survey data in the appendixes. The reader should refer to Appendix E to compare
responses for faculty in the nine general educationcourses or the three preprofessional
courses. These tables give response percentages to each survey question for faculty
teaching in the various fields. The tables reporting a comparison of faculty in the general
education courses are designated "GE.," tt.ose comparing faculty in the three preprofes-
sional fields are designated "P." In these tables, chi-square tests are used to compare cell
proportions statistically for the several types of introductory courses.

The reader should use Appendix F to compare response percentages from faculty
teaching the same introductory course at different types of colleges. Because differences
among institutional types were small when compared with differences among fields, we
reported data for three broad groups: doctoral and comprehensive colleges, liberal arts
colleges, and two-year colleges. By comparing faculty responses for each academic field
separately we eliminated the effects of the varied mixes of disciplines that could obscure
comparisons among types of colleges. No statistical comparisons are presented with
these tables in Appendix F, and columns have been omitted where sample sizes were
small. As in Appendix E, tables for the nine general education courses are designated
"GE" and for the three preprofessional courses

Occasionally, when pertinent to the discussion of results, we provide tables in the text
that show statistical correlations among items in a question set or between question sets.
Occasionally, too, we provide verbal descriptions of statistically derived factors that
underlie the correlational structure of a set of items. Selection of a factor-analytic
solution is a matter ofjudgment. We tried to select the most parsimonious sets of factors
that help to develop an understanding of the variable sets and, at the same time,
maximize the variance explained in each set. Although general interpretations are
provided in the text, the details of these factor analyses are in Appendix G. Table 9
summarizes the form and location of survey data in this report.'

Courses Included In the Survey

Facility reported teaching 53 different courses within the eligible twelve fields defined in
Table 1. Table 10 lists the actual generic titles of courses that faculty members kept in
mind as they responded to the questionnaire. To illustrate, within t (le general rubric of
a general introductory history course, faculty at various institutions might have
answered the survey about coursm entitled Western Civilization, American History,
World History, European History, or a similar history course. Course difficulty varied
widely among the academic fields. For example, the range from developmental
mathematics to calculus is very broad, while introductory Romance language coursestend to be similar in difficulty. The categories also represented varying degrees of
similarity in conceptual orientation. For example, within the category of fine arts,
courses in art, music, dance, and theater may be characterized by quite different
orientations. In fact, even within a single category of courses in the arts, such as music,
faculty members who identify with practice, theory, or history of the field may view the
discipline quite differently. Thus, although we analyzed survey responses from faculty
according to the twelve general types of courses, we recognize that variations within
typical academic categories may, at times, cause us to overgeneralize.

' Although the tables of percentages in Appendixes E and F will sufficiently inform the general
reader, additional, more detailed, tabular presentations of survey results and statistical com-
parisons are available from the authors.
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TABLE a

_Km to Data Tables

IN TEXT;

1. Summary and Highlight Tables. Percentage responses for faculty teaching general eclucabon and preprofessional courses. No
statistical comparisons.

2. Correktion Tables. Correlations of sets of conceptually related responses.

IN APPENDIXES:

1, Appendix E. Percentage responses to survey; chi-square tests of significance for academic field differences: 'GE' for general
education courses; 'P' for preprofessional courses.

2. Appends F. Illustrative percentage responses for each academic field at each of three types of colleges:
comprehensive/doctoral; liberal arts; two-year. No tests of significance: 'GE' for general education courses; "P" tor
preprofessional courses.

3. Appendx G. Details of factor analyses of item sets.

TABLE 10

Introductor Courses Tau ht b Res ondents

English composition
Creative writing
Developmental English
Rhetoric

sirvey of literature
American literature
British literature
World literature
Contemporary literature
Other literature

Western civbizetion
American history
World history
European history
Other history

Sociology
Other sociology

Psychology
Other psychology
Education,/ psychology
Child psychology
Learning disorders

Biology
Zoology
Botany
Ans SonlY and Physiology
Ecology

Developmental mathematics
Fundamentals of mathematics
Algebra
Pre-calculus
Trigonometry
Calculus
Geometry
Statistics
Other mathematics

MI
Music
Dance
TheaW
Fine arts

Italian
French
epanish
Other language

Introduction to nursing
Other nursing

Business
Menegement
Accounting
MwketIng
Career placement
Computer science
Other

33
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In addition to stating the title of their course, each faculty member was offered several
alternative descriptions and asked to select the one that best categorized the course level
and purpose. The items were not mutually exclusive; for example, although an
introductory course might fit both of these descriptions, faculty were forced to choose
between "general education course for students with limited background" and "college-
wide core course." The actual options used to describe the courses are sl,own in Figure
2. A summary of the responses is given in Table 11. More details about the course
characteristics, displayed by academic field, are found in Appendix E, Table 1. Similarly.
in Appendix F, Table 1, detailed information is displayed by college type for each academic
field separately.

Faculty members (N = 2105) teaching in one of the nine general academic fields (Table
11 and Appendix E, Table 1-GE) said their course was: a general education course for
both prospective majors and others (38.5%), an introductory general education course
(for students with limited background) (17.5%), or a division or college-wide core course
(31.8%). In total, nearly 90% of the faculty members classified theircourse according to
one of these three descriptions. (Less than 5% of the general education faculty members
classified the course as developmental or remedial, whether for credit or non-credit, and
less than 10% classified it as an introductory course for majors, either in an academic
field or in a trade or technical area.) Thus, most of the introductory courses targeted in
the survey met the criteria of being general introductory courses. The primary exceptions
were the courses that deliberately were chosen because they introduced a specific
professional field. Of these courses (Table 11 and Appendix E, Table 1-P), 63.9% of the
206 faculty responding reported their course was for an academic major or a trade and
technical major.

Although the criterion of introductory courses was achieved as intended for the nine
general education fields, we noted substantial variation in the course purposes selected
by faculty teaching in different fields (Appendix E, Table 1-GE). As would be expected,
nearly all of the few developmental courses were offered in English composition or
mathematics. More than other fields, responses from biology and fine arts instructors
reflected a division into two sets of courses: introductory courses for students with
limited background and combination courses for general students and majors. The
greatest percentage of courses that instructors described as "college-wide core courses"
were offered in composition (61.4%), followed by history (34.6%), literature (23.4%),
Romance languages (23.0%), and fine arts (20.9%). Courses in these four fields tended
to be described either as intended for all lower divisionstudents (both general education
and prospective majors) or as core co ..rses. In contrast, relatively few faculty (less than
12%) in sociology, biology, or psychology reported that their introductory courses were
college-wide core courses. Of the preprofessional courses (Appendix E, Table 1-P), it
appears that introductory courses in business and educational psychology enroll some
non-major students who may be "sampling the major"; this is less common in nursing.

Within academic fields, the descriptions of course purpose and level did not differ much
by college type (Appendix F, Tables 1-GE and 1-P). Sonie exceptions follow. In liberal arts
colleges, literature coursesmore often were intended for prospective major:. In two-year
colleges, biology courses were less frequently directed toward majors (and probably more
often toward applied-health students) than in other types of colleges. Mathematics
courses were less frequently intended for majors and more often remedial in both liberal
arts colleges and two-year colleges. Romance language faculty in liberal arts colleges
were more likely to indicate their courses were remedial than were language faculty in
other colleges, possibly because some liberal arts colleges expect modest language
proficiency at entrance.



Piannbig ntroduckwy College Courses

20

1. Using the list on the opposing page, write the number (1-12) of the group
that includes your course in the box at the right.

(1:940)

22. Title of the course on which you will focus (1:11-12)

2b. Course number 3. Year ard term lut taught (1:13-15)

4. Number of students last time 5. Number of times you have taught this course -
6. Are additional sections offered by other instructors ?

(1:16-11)
(1:19-20)

(1:21)

7. In the list below check the statement that boat describes the level and purpose of the (1:22)

COLIN&

a developmenuil (remedial) course offered without degree credit
a developmental (remedial) course offered with degree credit

general education course for students with limited background
general education course for both prospective majors tnd others

an introductory course for prospective majors
O an introductory course in a trade or technical career program
O a division-wide core course
0 college-wide Core Course

Figure 2. Course information (CPE-I survey questions 1-8, page 1).

TABLE 11

Characteristics of introductory Courses

MEAN

GENERAL
EDUCATION

RE-
PROFESSIONAL ALL

CHARACTERISTIC n.2105 . N.2311

Class slze
M 47.5 44.2 47.2

49.8 35.9 48.6
Number of times taught

PA 17.7 11.3 17.1
SD 20,1 15.0 20.0

PERCENTAGE

Other sections taught
Yes 76.7 53.2 74.6
Ikto 23.3 48.8 25.4

Course purpose
Developmental-no credit 1.1 0.5 1.1

Developmental-with credit 2.6 1.0 2.5
General 8d4ntroductory 17.5 1.0 16.0
General ed-proepective
majors and others 38.5 12.7 36.2
intro for major 7.3 46.3 10.8
intro for trade or technical major 1.1 17.6 2.6
Division-wide core 4.0 17.1 5.2
Collegee cote 27.8 3.9 251

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tebies 1-GE and 1-P
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The responding faculty members had taught their courses an average of 17.7 times (Table
11). Literature, Romance language, mathematics, nursing, and business teachers
reported having taught their courses slightly less often than other respondents (lessthan
14 times), possibly because these areas employ more part-time, sometimes temporary,
faculty. Overall, for 74.6% of the courses, another section was offered by another
instructor. Biology, Romance language, and fine arts courses were least likely to have
additional sections (less than 65%) while nearly all composition courses did (07.8%)
(Appendix E, Table 1).

Class size averaged 47.5 students, but sizts ranged from 30 or fewer students in
Romance language courses and literature courses to 70 or more students in biology and
psychology. Within a single discipline, class sizeswere smaller in liberal arts colleges and
two-year colleges than in comprehensive and doctoral universities. Psychology, where
two-year colleges also had large classes (more than 80 students), and composition, where
two-year colleges had slightly larger enrollments (more than 35 students), were excep-
tions (Appendix E, Tables 1-GE and 1-P).

Respondent Characteristics

Faculty members teaching in the selected academic fields differed in their personal and
professional backgrounds (Figure 3). Statistically significant differences were found
across fields on every variable except the number ofyears the instructors had taught in
business or industry; this reported timewas less than one-half year for all academic field
groups except business faculty (Table 12).

The differences among faculty in the various fields are undoubtedly associated with
academic career patterns and Job market factors characteristic of the disciplines and
professions represented (Append'. s E and F, Tables 2-GE and 2-P). The profile of
English composition instructors serves to illustrate such a pattern. Compared with all
other faculty in our survey, composition instructors have taught the shortest time both
as full-time college teachers and at their current college; but they have a longer tenure
in high school teaching (exceeded only by mathematics instructors). Compared to others,
composition instructors less often held a doctorate, were less often full professors, were
less often tenured, and were more often part-time teachers. Composition instructors
taught more introductory level courses and fewer ur,per level courses in a twelve-month
period than any other group. Other familiar patterns can be determined: history,
literature, and biology instructors, foi example, tend to have longer tenure at their
college: more than 60% of Romance language instructors are women.

Sorr e of the faculty demographic data also differ in the different institutional types, even
wittin fields (Appendix F, Table 2). In all academic fields, faculty from different
institutional types differ in the level of teaching assignment they report. Due in large part
to enrollment patterns, the size of faculties, and the type and variety of courses offered,
faculty in two-year colleges teach the most lower division courses; faculty members in
Liberal Arts I colleges and doctoral universities tend to teach a greater proportion of upper
division courses.

For several fields (composition, history, sociology, psychology, fine arts, and Romance
languages), faculty members at two-year colleges have the least full-time teaching
experience. In fine arts, Romance languages, and composition, two-year college faculty
members are more likely to have taught in high school. There are some differences in the
length of time the instructors held graduate research assistantships (for example, in
math, fine arts, language).
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26.Your sex: 0 WALE 0 111314411

27.Your age:

211.Which is the highest degree you hold? (Check one)

bachelor's
master's
two or more muter's degrees
doctoral degree

29.In what subject is the highest degree you hold? (4:5-10)

30.What is your academic rank in your present position? (Check one) (4:11)

O positions here are unranked

O lecturer, djunct, contract teacher

0 instructor
0 assistant professor

O associate professor

O professor

3I.Do you teach full- or part-time? (Check one)

O full-time faculty

O part-time faculty

32. Are you tenured in your position? Yfill 0 Po 0 tsar APPLEM1111 MR 0

33. How many full years hsve you worked in each of the following positions?
(Complete all that apply)

full-time college teacher

graduate teaching usistant in college

high school teacher

teacher in business or industry

(4:12)

(4:13)

(4:14-15)

(4:16.17 )

(4 :11.111)

(4:2041)

34. How many years have you held your present teaching position at your (4:2243)
current institution? 11171.1

35. How many full years (count four summers as a year) have you been employed (4:24 -23)
in your field or a closely related field in an occupation other than teaching?

36.0n the lines below, please enter the nwnber of courses you have taught within
the last twelve months at each of the levels listed.

Number of comma Smiths

Introductory undergraduate course (lower division, first
two years of college, or other course foe novices)

Intermediate Of advanced undergraduate (upper division,
third to fifth year of college program, for students with prior
background in this or closely related fields)

(4:2647)

(4 :WM

Oraduste course (maswr's or higher level courses) (4154-31)

Figure 3. Respondent characteristics (CPE-I survey, questions 26-36, pages 21-22).

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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TABLE 12

Characteristics of Facts It Res ancients

MEAN

GDERAL
EDUCATION

PPE-
PRCFESSIONAL AU.CHARACTERISTIC (fl4106) (11406) (M.2311)

Age
Al 46.3 46.3 46.3SD 9.7 10.6 9.8Years full-time college teaching
M 12.4 9.5 121SD 9.8 8.3 9.7Years graduate assistant
M 1.6 0.5 1.5SD 2.0 1.0 1.9Years high school teaching
M 3.1 1.3 2.9SD 5.8 3.0 5.7Years teaching In business Of Industry
M 0.2 1.4 0.3SD

1.5 4.4 2.0Years In present college
M 11.4 8.1 11.1SD 8.7 6.8 8.6Years In other occupation
M 8.0 13.3 8.4SD 10.1 10.6 10.3Intro courses taught per 12 months
M 5.3 4.0 5.2SD 4.9 3.9 4.9Upper level courses taught per 12 months
M

1.8 2.0 1.8SD 2.1 2.8 2.2Graduate courses taught per 12 months
M 0.2 0.4 0.3XI 0.8 1.2 0.8

PERCENTAGE

Sex
Made 61.5 45.1 60.0Female 38.5 54.9 40.0Degree
B.A. 2.5 7.0 3.0MA. 40.9 50.7 41.82 M.A.'s 7.9 10.2 8.1Doctorate 48.7 31.2 47.1Academic rank
No rank 8.5 5.3 8.2Lecturer 13.4 11.2 13.2Instructor 16.0 24.8 16.8Asst. professor 19 0 29.6 19.9Msoc. pmfessor 20.1 16.0 19.7Professor 23.0 13.1 22.2Employment
FuN-time 76.2 80.6 76.6Part-time 23.8 19.4 23.4Tenured
Yes 49.6 41.7 48.9It 32.7 38.2 33.2NA 17.7 20.1 17.9

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tablas 2-GE and 2.P.
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As intended, the survey study of course planning included a variety of faculty members
teaching a range of introductory courses in a nationally representative sample of teaching
(non-research) colleges and universities. Although the number of institutions participat-
ing in the study was less than anticipated, characteristics of the faculty respondents and
the courses they teach provide a credible baseline for understanding how faculty plan
introductory courses.

Having posited a model for the way faculty plan college courses and having developed a
sampling approach to verifying that model, we will report on the results of that survey.
Each of the next three chapters will focus on a segment of the model. The development
and rationale for each group of questions in the Course Planning Exploration will be
presented along with results. Chapter 2 focuses on content issues, Chapter on context
issues, and Chapter 4 on form issues.



Planning Introcluctony Caege Courses

25

Chapter 2. Content Considerations

In the contextual filters model, the influence of content is placed first, whether by virtue
of chronology (faculty are trained in their discipline before they teach it; they must
consider what the content of the course will be early in the planning process) or by virtue
of importance (without content, there is no need to plan). Therefore, content influences
will be considered first. Subsequent chapters will consider context and form.

Based on both previous theory and the Reflections study, we included three sets of
possible influences under "content" in the tentative contextual filters model: discipline
(academic field), faculty background, and faculty beliefs about education. Although the
sets of variables are discussed separately, they are closely associated and perhaps their
influence on course planning cannot be estimated separately.

Discipline Characteristics

Since discipline characteristics are extremely important in faculty course planning, we
included a range of academic fields in our study. To understand discipline influence more
fully, we have explored what faculty say about several dimensions of disciplines when
describing their introductory courses. We inquired about their views on the place of
disciplinary content, mode of inquiry, and vocabulary in the course, as well as the
relationship of the discipline to other disciplines and the common interests of scholars
in the field.

In the Reflections study, we asked faculty simply to tell us about their introductory
courses and how they planned them. As they did so, we coded the discipline dimensions
they mentioned, finding that aspects of course substance and the relationship of the
course to other fields were mentioned muchmore often than vocabulary, mode of inquiry,
or the group of scholars. We also asked instructors to characterize their disciplines by
choosing the best three from among several brief descriptions. Through this question we
learned that although most teachers ofa discipline characterize their field similarly there
is some variation within fields.

Some other questions about content used in the Rejlections study produced relatively
little information. Only a few faculty members responded readily when we asked if there
was consensus about the preferred mode of inquiry in their field or about what should
be taught in an introductory course. Even fewer were able to say what fields were
conceptually similar to, or dissimilar from, their own. Finally, very few could share a
definition of curricular coherence linking their field with others. The answers and
terminology obtained were used in various items in the Course Planning Exploration
(CPE) but the questions were not repeated in the same form.

In the CPE, we included questions designed to determine whether faculty members
within and among disciplines viewed their fields in similar ways (Figure 4). Based on what
we learned from the Reflections study, we added two additional characterizations of the
discipline; (1) a set of skills to be mastered, and (2)a set of skills to be applied. In addition,
having heard faculty say repeatedly, "But ifI were describing an advanced course. I would
answer differently," we asked for two responses to each characterization; (1) "your
academic field as you characterize it"; and (2) "your academic field as you portray it in
the introductory course."
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IMMI1MM1011.1

14 . Please answer the following questions to indicate how well each phrase describes

a, the field that you teach:

b. your field as you portray it to students in the introductory course

a. Describes my field b. Describes my field as I
poctray it in this course

poorly Well Poorly Well

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 (1:32)

(1:33)

A mode of inquiry

An interrelated set of interests
and values

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 (1:24)

(1:32)

A set of skills to be mastered 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 (1:56)

(1:27)

A set of skills to be applied 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 (1:U)
(1:29)

A set of phenomena that people 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 (1:60)

have tried to explain (1:61/

A group of individuals who share 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 (1:62)

common interest in trying to (1:63)

understand the world

An organized body of knowledge 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 (1:64)

(1:63)

A set of interrelated concepts and
operations

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 (1:66)

(1:67)

Figure 4. Discipline characteristics (CPE-I survey, question 14, page 5).
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Characterising the Discipline

Faculty respondents were asked to indicate how well each of eight disciplinary desc;rip-
tions characterized the field they teach and how well each description fit the way they
portray the field in the introductory course. The descriptions were not intended to be
mutually exclustve. A summary table of results is shown in Table 13. Six of the
descriptions seemed appropriate to 60% or more of the totalgroup of faculty responding.
The two characterizations chosen least often by the total group of faculty were "a set of
phenomena people have tried to explain" (47.2%) and "a group of individuals who share
common interest in trying to understand the world" (47.7%).

The aggregated data in Table 13 mask substantial differences in how faculty teaching
various introductory courses characterize their fields, Among faculty teaching in the
nine general education fields, the three discipline characterizations most commonly
chosen were: "a set of interrelated concepts and operations" (73.4%), "an organized body
of knowledge" (70.7%), and "a mode of inquiry" (70.1%). Faculty teaching in the
preprofessional fields were likely to select "a set of skills to be applied" (80.7%), "an
interrelated set of interests and values" (77.1%), "a set of skills to be mastered0(70.0%);
they were less likely to select "a mode of inquiry." These findings suggest that
preprofessional faculty see their fields as less inquiry-oriented and more oriented toward
skill mastery and application than general education faculty.

The choices of disciplinary descriptions made by faculty teaching in the nine general
education fields differed significantly among disciplines as well. Differences among the
three preprofessional fields were less pronounced than among the nine general education
fields. More detail about faculty responses describing their academic field is shown in
Table 14. Based on some obvious similaritiesamong fields, the data kola that table can
be summarized in the following statements:

More than 60% of all faculty, except those teaching Romance languages, educational
psychology and business, felt that their field could be viewed as "a mode of inquiry."
More than two-thirds of faculty in ten of the twelve fields felt that their discipline
could be characterized as "an organized body of knowledge." The exceptions were
composition and literature.
Over 80% of composition, Romance language, mathematics, and nurcgng instruc-
tors described their fields as "a set of skills to be mastered and/or applied." Some
of these same groups of faculty were unlikely to describe their fields as "a set of
phenomena people have tried to explain" (composition, Romance language, mathe-
matics) or as "a group of individuals who share a common interest in trying to
understand the world" (composition, Romance language, mathematics, nursing).
Faculty in humanities fields and preprofessional fields were more likely than others
to describe their field as "an interrelated set of interests and values" (literature,
history, fine arts, educational psycholoV, nursing, business).
Faculty in biological and social sciences shared a common characterization of their
fields as "a set of phenomena people have tried to explain" (sociology, psychology,
biology) and, along with mathematics, educational psychology, nursing, and
business as "a set of interrelated concepts and operations" (sociology, psychology,
biology, mathematics, educational psychology, nursing, business).
Faculty teaching literature, history, sociology, and psychology were more likely than
others to see their field as "a group of individuals sharing a common interest in trying
to understand the world."
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TABLE 13

"Neer lbos IA Academic Field Well"

GENERAL PRE-
EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL ALL

(n.2105) (n.20e) (N.2311)
CHARACTERISTIC (%) (%)

A mode of Inquky 70.1 57.2 68.9

An intenelaled set of
interests and values 63.1 77.1 64.4

Skifi. lo be maslared 63.2 70.0 63.8

Skills b be applied 67.7 80.7 68.8

Phenomena to explain 47.3 46.0 47.2

Individuals who share
common interests 49.0 33.7 47.7

Orpnized bolt/ of knowledge 70.7 76.4 71.1

Interrelated concepts and operations 73.4 82.8 74.3

Rilanonos: Appendixes E and F, Tables 3-GE and 3-P.



TABLE 14

How Faculty Members Characterize Their Disci One and Portra It In Introducto Courses-Summar

PERCENTAGE OF FACULTY MEMBERS REPORTVNG THAT:

(A) "This phrase describes the %id that I leach.-
(B) --This phrase describes the way I portray my Ileid to students in the introductory course.'

AI
faculty Comp Lit Hist Soo Psych BOO Math

Fine
arts Lang

Ed
psych Nurs Bus

A set of interrelated (A) 74.3 67.9 54.8 62.8 81.5 74.3 89.9 92.7 66.2 71.2 91.5 87.7 74.8
concepts and opemtions (B) 75.9 71.6 57.8 64.0 84.3 78.8 87.1 90.8 68.3 73.8 85.1 91.1 78.1

An organized body (A) 71.1 49.9 49.0 79.5 74.5 72.4 91.9 89.4 72.3 66.8 74.5 89.4 67.8
of knowledge (B) 71.6 47.5 50.2 78.2 78.5 78.3 92.9 85.8 75.9 87.6 78.7 92.6 67.1

A mode of inquky (A) 68.9 65.0 75.4 79.3 90.0 83.4 83.0 63.1 63.7 35.7 58.4 63.1 52.2
(B) 67.0 70.6 75.0 73.1 92.1 78.1 69.5 54.1 62.8 35.4 70.2 63.7 62.2

An inletrelated set of (A) 64.4 60.2 78.6 75.8 69.1 64.8 57.9 39.6 78.9 54.4 74.5 82.8 74.6
interests and values (B) 66.2 64.1 84.5 77.1 71.9 66.9 60.7 36.3 82.5 50.6 80.9 84.4 75.5

A set of skills (A) 63.8 84.4 44.0 45.1 48.9 39.2 50.5 81.2 55.7 93.0 67.4 95.5 52.8
10 be mastered (B) 63.3 86.3 47.6 47.1 46.8 34.7 40.9 89.7 45.8 96.5 67.4 89.4 43.3

A set of skills (A) 68.8 87.2 54.8 44.2 53.6 53.9 55.1 80.8 63.0 95.4 76.6 96.9 71.1

10 be applied (B) 68.7 91.6 59.2 44.4 55.7 49.5 45.0 85.5 52.0 98.8 83.0 92.3 71.7

A set of phenomena people (A) 47.2 19.5 37.2 68.4 80.0 85.9 79.9 30.6 43.0 22.1 65.2 48.4 34.5
have tried to explain (B) 46.9 18.9 38.8 65.0 84.3 87.0 77.1 25.7 46.0 21.9 73.9 44.7 41.6

A group of individuals (A) 47.7 33.0 63.6 71.1 64.8 61.7 54.1 25.9 50.7 42.9 42.6 28.1 33.0
sharing interest in trying
to understand the world.

(B) 47.0 34.8 66.5 66.9 58.0 60.3 51.7 19.2 51.8 42.6 55.3 35.4 40.9

Reference: Appendixes E end F, Tables 34E, 3-P, 4-GE, and 4-P.
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The ways that faculty teaching the various introductory courses characterize their fields
were not consistently associated with the types of institutions in which they teach.
General education faculty teaching in different types of colleges had similarviews if they
were teaching in the fields of literature, history, sociology, psychology, and biology
(Appendix F, Table 3-GE).

There were some differences by college type, however, among teachers of composition,
mathematics, and fine arts. Based on the patterns observed, one possible explanation
for these differences is that in the less selective institutions (community colleges and
Liberal Arts II colleges), faculty more frequently emphasize skill mastery and application,
whereas in the more selective institutions (Liberal Arts I) faculty give more atteation to
interrelating concepts.

Although data for preprofessional fields is included in Appendix F, Table 3-P, the lack of
offerings of some programs in certain college types make comparisons risky. Thus, the
correlations among faculty characterizations only for the general education disciplines
are given in Table 15. The substantial correlations (above .30) indicate that there are
three groups of descriptions having much in common: there is a strong relationship
between teaching and applying skills; a substantial association among a mode of inquiry,
a set of interrelated values, and a common interest in explaining phenomena; and a
substantial association between a set of interrelated concepts and an organized body of
knowledge.

A factor analysis of these discipline dimensions with varimax rotation identified the three
underlying factors or groups of related faculty views of their academic fields. Thew!
factors, in order of their importance to the total group of faculty, are shown in Table 16.

ikwtraying the Discipline in an Introductory Course

In addition to selecting the characteristics best describingtheir field, faculty respondents
were asked to indicate how well each description pertained to their field as they portray
it to students in the introductory course (Figure 4). Table 14 has provided detail by
discipline; the summary results for the two types of introductory courses are shown in
Table 17.

In general, faculty indicated that they did, in fact, portray their own view of the field to
students in the introductory course. Thus, the substantial differences in faculty
perceptions of their discipline among fields are paralleled in the way they claim to teach
introductory courses. Consequently, a few variations from this pattern, indicating that
some faculty may teach their field to beginning students differently than they view it
themselves, are worth mentioning.

Overall, about the same percentage of faculty said they portrayed their field as a
mode of inquiry in the introductory course as viewed the field as a mode of inquiry
themselves. Biology and mathematics instructors, however, emphasized it less in
their courses than did other faculty.
While 80% of composition, Romance language, and mathematics instructors saw
their fields as a set of skills to be mastered and or applied, more than 85% said they
portrayed it that way in introductory courses.
Faculty in the humanities strongly characterized their field as an interreNted set of
interests and values; an even higher percentage said they were likely to portray it
that way to students.

4 6
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Intercorrelation of Discipline Characterizations'
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DISCIPUNE CHARACTERIZATION

CHARACTERIZATION

Mode of
inquiry Values

Skills
mastered

Skills
applied

Phenomena
to explain

Comon
interest

Body
of know

Interrelated interests and values 43

Set of skiNs to be mastered -08 03

Set of skills to be applied -04 08 77

Set of phenomena to explain 37 25 -11 -10

Group of incivickials sharing
common interest in
understanding world 35 40 -07 -08 43

Organized body of knowledge 12 08 12 04 25 al

Set of interrelated concepts
and operations 33 14 22 22 18 16 47

Note.: N 1983, ci 1981, .correlations greater than .04 are significant at p ig .05.
'Decimal points omitted.

TABLE 18

Underl In_ Views of Academic Fields

IMPORTANCE

STANDARDIZED
FACTOR MEAN

Unstan-
dardzed

Factor Low High
Mean S.D. Field Field

1 Organized body of knowledge,
set of concepts (Factor 3)

2 Mode of inquiry, relate
interests and values,
phenomena to explain, group
of individuals exploring
common interests (Factor 1)

3.33 0.92 0.52 4.65

3.16 0.83 0.70 4.66

3 Set of skills to be masted
and applied (Factor 2) 2.99 0.77 0.26 4.28

Note: Factor I indicates ths erst factor to be derived, that is, the one that Iv:counts tot the f)reatellt variation among response.

Reference: For addittnal information about the statistical derivation of these factors, seo Appendix G, Table 1)
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TABLE 17

"Describes PA Field as I Portra It In Introductor Courses"

CHARACTERISTIC

GENERAL
EDUCATION

(n-2105)
(%)

PRE-
PROFESSIONAL

(n.206)
(%)

ALL
(A62311)

(%)

A mode of inquiry 67.3 64.5 67.0

An interrelated set
of interests and values 64.9 79.6 66.2

Skills to be mastered 63.2 63.9 63.3

Skillb to be applied 67.6 81.1 68.7

Phenomena to explain 46.6 50.0 46.9

Individuals who share
common interests 47.4 42.5 47.0

Organized body of knowledge 71.0 78.0 71.6

Intenelated concepts
and operations 75.0 83.9 75.9

Reference: Appencixes E and F, Tables 4-GE and 4-P.
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Faculty members who viewed their field as an organized body of knowledge (all fields
except composition and literature), were likely to emphasize that view to introduc-
tory students. In contrast, faculty who characterized their field as a group of
individuals sharing a common interest in trying to understand the world were
slightly less likely to portray it to students that way.
Compared with faculty teaching general education courses, faculty teaching prepro-
fessional introductory courses seemed to emphasize the field as a set of skills to be
applied and an interrelated set of interests and values. Perhaps the first effort to
socialize students to the professions takes place in the beginning courses.

The patterns of association for the presentation of the field in the introductory courses
paralleled that for the views of their field held by faculty members. The correlations are
shown in Table 18 below.

As was true for their own views of the disciplines, there is no consistent pattern of
association between the ways that faculty teaching the various introductory courses
characterize their fields and the types of institutions in which they teach. These
differences are largely the same as the differences that occurred when faculty character-
ized their fields (Appendix F, Table 4).

Liscipline Influences on Course Planning

Faculty members' beliefs about their disciplines were ascertained by asking how strongly
various aspects of the disciplines influence them as they plan courses. More specifically,
too, we explored how strongly various aspects of the disciplines influence instructors as
they choose content from their field to include in the introductory courses. As shown in
Figures 5 and 6, questions about disciplir dimensions, coherence, and interrelatedness
of academic fields were incorporated into items on which instructors were asked to
estimate the extent of influence nf the factor in selecting course content.

The summary results for faculty teaching general education and introductory preprofes-
sional courses are shown in Table 1. Although the two sets of questions were posed
separately, as shown in Figures 5 and 6, we have presented the results in a single table
because of their conceptual similarity.

For this discussion, we have considered faculty responses to the importance of
disciplinary influences as two sets, based on the strength of influence reported by the
total group of faculty in the study. The most important (or strongest) set of influences
was influential for at least 65% of the total group of faculty respondents, whereas items
in the set of lesser importance were influential for fewer than 53% of the faculty. On every
item, however, the responses from faculty teaching in different academic fields differed
significantly and substantially.

The influences reported to be strongest by the aggregated group of faculty were based on
their desire to select concepts and principles in their field that they believe are
fundamental (87.0%) and important for students to learn (87.7%). Many faculty
members also reported strong influence from topics that would facilitate students'
personal development (74.6%). A group of inquiry-related items were important; for
example, faculty say they choose material to illustrate the mode of inquiry of the field
(74.3%), provide an example of inquiry in the field (65.0%), or encourage students to
investigate on their own (67.1%). Faculty also emphasize integration; they choose topics
that relate their field to others (73.8%), integrate ideas (69.5%), and interrelate funda-
mental principles (67.6%). Finally, 70.9% of the respondents said that they select
material that teaches essential skills.

4 ;)



.11.

34

TABLE fit

Planning Inbroductond College Courses

intercorrelation of Discipline Characterizations as Portrayed in introductory Course*

DISCIPLINE CHARACTERIZATION

CHARACTERIZATION

Mode of
kiquiry Values

SkiNs

mastimed
S.

applied
Phenomena
to explain

Common
interest

Body
of know

Interrelated interests and values 1/8

Set of skiNs 03 be mastered -03

Set of skills b be applied Di 00 X

Set of phenomena to explain 36 33 -15 -14

Group of individuals sharing
common interest in
understanding world 36 47 -03 43

Organized body of knowledge 03 10 12 03 23 21

Set of interrelated concepts
and operations 21 16 M 23 33 14 44

Notes: N .1970, d I .1988; correlations greater than .04 WS Significant at p..05.
'Decimal points omitted.

IN PLANNING MY INTRODUCTORY COURSE THE FOLLOWING
CONSIDERATIONS INFLUENCE ME:

Not at
a I I

Very
strongly

Students need to understand important concepts and
principles in my field.

1 2 3 4 5 (2:33)

Students must be introduced to the mode of inquiry
in My field.

1 2 3 4 5 (1:14)

It is important for students to acquire essential
skills in my field.

1 2 3 4 5 (2:35)

I need to help students see the importance of relating
my field to other fields.

1 2 3 4 5 (2:361

Students need to link concepts in my field to social
problems,

My field can maks an important contribution to
students personal development.

1

I

2

2

3

3

4

4

5

5

(2:37)

(2:31)

Students need to acquire specialized vocabulary in
my field at an early stage in their learning.

I 2 3 4 5 (2:39)

It is important for students to examine diverse views
about what is worth studying in my field.

I 2 3 4 5 (1:40)

Other

Figure 5. Influences on content selection (CPE-I survey. question 17. page 10).



t

Planning Introductonj CA%ege Courses

35

IN PLANNING MY INTRODUCTORY COURSE THE FOLLOWING CONSIDERATIONS
INFLUENCE ME TO SELECT PARTICULAR TOPICS:

Not at
all

Very
strongly

The topic conveys an important or fundamental
concept in my field.

1 2 3 4 5 (3:8)

The topic stimulates students in their search for
meaning in life.

1 2 3 4 5 (3:9)

The topic assists students in their search for a
meaningful career.

1 2 3 4 5 (3:10)

The topic is easy for students to learn. 1 2 3 4 5 (3:11)

The topic helps students to integrate their ideas
into a cumulative knowledge base.

1 2 3 4 5 (3:12)

The topic is enjoyable for students to learn. 1 2 3 4 5 (3:13)

The topic encourages students to do more
investigation on their own.

1 2 3 4 5 (3:14)

The topic interrelates fundamental and lower level
concepts into broader abstractions and principles.

1 2 3 4 5 (3:15)

The topic is useful in solving problems, making
decisions, or performing on the job.

1 2 3 4 5 (3:10

The topic provides important examples of inquiry
in my field.

1 2 3 4 5 (3:17)

Figure 6. Influences on topic selection (CPE-I survey, question 17, page 14).
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TABLE 19

Influence of Content Characteristics In Course Planning ("Strongly Influential")

CHARACTERISTIC

GENERAL
EDUCATION

(n.2105)
(%)

PRE-
PROFESSIONAL

(n.206)
ALL

(N-2311)
(%)

Important concepts
and principles 87.0 96.6 87.7

Mode of inquiry 74.6 71.5 74.3

Acquire euential skills 70.4 75.6 70.3

Relate held to othw "aids 74.6 65.9 73.8

Link concepts to social problems 47.4 63.9 48.9

Contribute to
personal development 74.5 76.0 74.6

Acquire specialized vocabulary 48.1 72.1 50.2

Examine diverse views 44.4 55.2 45.4

Fundamental concept 86.4 92.2 87.0

Stimulates search
for meaning 50.0 34.2 48.6

Assists in career search 23.8 70.1 27.9

Topic is easy 12.7 17.1 13.1

Helps integrate ideas 68.7 77.6 69.5

Topic Is enjoyable 62.4 46.8 51.9

Topic encourages
investigation 67.0 68.3 67.1

Topic interrelates
fundamental principles 67.5 67.3 67.6

Topic useful in solving
problems on job 50.4 83.4 53.3

Topic is Important example
of inquiry in held 64.8 68.2 65.0

Rstsrance: Appendixes E and F, Tables 5-GE, 5-P, 8-GE, and 8-P.
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Less important to faculty members when selecting material for courses are choosing
material that would be useful in solving probleme in life or career or society (48.9%),
examining diverse views (45.4%), and making learning enjoyable (51.9%) or easy (13.1%)
for students.

Somewhat different emphases distinguished the small group of preprofessional faculty
in our study from the general education faculty. In addition to rating items concerned
with vocabulary acquisition, essential skills, career development, and useful problem-
solving as more important, preprofessional faculty rated many other items (for example,
learning fundamental concepts of the field) as slightly more influential than did general
education faculty. Exceptions were conveying the mode of inquiry, stimulating search
for meaning, and relating one's field to other fields.

Based on the most important content influences (that is, those dealing with conveying
concepts, promoting inquiry, encouraging interrelation of ideas, and teaching essential
skills), groupings of academic fields also emerged. For example, selecting important
concepts and principles was less important for faculty members teaching Romance
languages (70.9%), composition (78.8%), and business (71.4%) than for others. Instruc-
tors of mathematics (47.2%) and biology (54.7%) reported less concern with selecting
material to foster students' personal development needs. Compared to other fields, fewer
instructors in fine arts (63.5%) and Romance languages (45.8%) were concerned with
illustrating the mode of inquiry for students.

As would be expected, skill acquisition was most important to instructors in composition
(94.9%), Romance languages (97.7%), and nursing (90.9%) but least important to those
in fine arts appreciation (36.8%), psychology (41.1%), sociology (48.2%), and biology
(48.8%). More than two-thirds of all faculty respondents considered interrelating and
integrating ideas important, as well as investigating ideas further on one's own.
Encouraging further investigation on one's own was considered least influential as a
reason for choosing course content, however, by faculty members in mathematics
(44.4%) and Romance languages (52.9%).

Moving to the group of influences that were less important to faculty generally, soine
items were rated very differently by faculty in different fields. For example, choosing
material students would find enjoyable was influential to 66.7% of the sociology faculty
but only 26.8% of the mathematics faculty. In contrast, 87.2% of themathematics faculty
believed that teaching students information useful for problem-solving on the job
influenced them, but fewer faculty teaching literature (25.0%), history (27.9%), and fine
arts (28.1%) reported this as a strong influence. Similarly, few mathematics instructors
chose material that helped students search for meaning (10.8%), linked class content to
social problems (12.7%), or examined diverse viewpoints (12.7%). In contrast, 80.7% of
literature professors were influenced by content that helps students search for meaning;
and both sociology (87.9%) and psychology (74.4%) instructors wanted to link their
courses to social problems and examine diverse viewpoints (70.7% and 65.9%, respec-
tively).

Although only about one-fourth of faculty members in the study believed they would
choose content to "assist students in their search for an appropriate career," the range
extended from 9.2% for history to 77.1% for educational psychology, a course students
often take to explore a teaching career. "Selecting content students find easy to learn*
was by far the least essential reason to choose course material. It was viewed as
influential most often by Romance language instructors (26.9%).
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We found that the influences on course content are essentially the same (p > .05) for
instructors in each field, regardless of institutional type. The similarity is so striking that
it may be sununarized by the statement: "An instructor in discipline A (or B, or C) chooses
course content on the same basis wherever she may be." Tables 5 and 6 in Appendix F
summarize percentage responses by faculty members teaching in different fields at three
broadly defined types of institutions. No statistics are included with these tables, but
statistical analysis of differences for each field were based on six institutional types.

Tables 20, 21, and 22 show the intercorrelations among the items concerned with the
influence of course content. In Table 22 at least two groups of associated items are
apparent: (1) choosing content to represent a mode of inquiry or to present great ideas
of humanity are both consistent with conveying important concepts of a field; (2) being
concerned with students' personal development and helping students to seek meaning
are associated with trying to present diverse views and link subject matter with social
problems.

The two sets of survey items concerned with the influence of discipline and reasons for
choosing course content were factor analyzed as separate sets and together. The results
are described briefly below, but the statistical details are given in Appendix G, Tables 2
through 4.

Three dimensions (in order of their derivation, not their importance to faculty) charac-
terized disciplinary influences on course planning: (1) seeking interrelatedness; (2)
teaching concepts and mode of inquiry; and (3) teaching essential skills (Appendix G,
Table 2). Three dimensions also characterized the influences on choice of content: (1)
material chosen to represent great ideas, mode of inquiry, and the interrelation and
integration of these aspects of a discipline; (2) material chosen to promote understanding
of life's meaning, student enjoyment, and students' tendency to continue investigation
on their own; (3) material chosen to assist in the search for a meaningful career and the
development of useful problem-solving abilities (Appendix G, Table 3).

When the two sets of items are factored together (Appendix G, Table 4), three factors are
derived that interrelate discipline influence on course planning and selection ofcourse
material. In order of derivation (amount of variance accounted for), they include: (1)
influences and content selection to maximize student personal development, enjoyment,
life meaning, useful problem-solving, and independent investigation; (2) influences and
content selection to transmit, integrate and interrelate great ideas, concepts, principles,
and modes of inquiry; and (3) influences and content selection to insure development of
essential, vocational, and useful problem-solving skills, as well as to assist in a career
search.

It is clear that faculty from different fields planning their introductory courses are
influenced differently by one or more of these composite views of the discipline and ways
to select topics for coverage.

Faculty Background

Althougi; numerous researchers have studied the relationships between sociali-
zation while in graduate school and faculty research productivity, we know of few parallel
studies relating how faculty background and academic socialization affect course
planning or teaching. In fact, there are conflicting opinions. Somesay that college faculty
teach as they were taught, but our respondents vigorously deny this view. Some say that
college teachers give more attention to teaching as they VOW Ader, others say they give
less attention. Some believe that women faculty members are more devoted to teaching
and more nurturing toward students than men. Others do not subscribe to this gender-
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IntercorrelatIons of Influences on Course Content'

39

INFLUENCES

Be introduced lo the
MOCI0 of inquky field

Acquire essential skills
in field

See importance of
relating field to other frekis

%ink concepts in field
to social problems

Makes important
contribution b student
development

Acquire specialized
vocabulary in Role
earty stage

Examine diverse views
about what it worth
stodying in 'old

INFLUENCES

Understand
concepts

Mode
of kicky

Acquire
sidle

Relelng
flold

Social
problems

Student
develop

I oquire
vocab

41

17

21

13

36

27

14

12

29

18

10

34

22

-10

07

18

-12

33

33

11

26

45

05

53

01

3 4 02

Notes: N. 2007, 2055; correlations greater than .04 we significant at p. .05.
'Decimal points omitted.
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TABLE 21

IntercorrelatIone of Reasons for !Westin Course Content*

REASON

REASON Concepts Mooning Carey Easy Moons* Enioy Invst Reims Job

Stimulates students in
search for meaning 11

Assists students in search
for meaningful career 12 29

Is easy for students b learn .04 Z3 33

Helps students integrate
ideas inb knowledge base 29 31 25 20

Is enjoyable for students to
leam 08 43 M 44 M

Encourages students to
kwestigate on their own 17 47 33 21 4 40

Interrelates fundamental
concepts inb broader
PrinoiPles 34 19 M CO 46 15 41

Useful in solving problems,
making decisions, or on
the job 18 07 43 14 23 03 Z 29

Providr important
examp A of inquiry
in field 3S 24 19 04 32 16 40 49 27

Notes: N 2030, di . 2020; coustations wow then .04 an sipnlicant st p .0S.

Cilidrnsl points omitted.



TABLE 22

Correlation of Content Int Nonce* and Reasons for So Iselin Cours Content'

INFLUENCES

REASONS

Groat
Ideas

LII.
meaning

COM(
search

Easy
topic

Integrate
Ideas Eni0y

Investigate
on own

Interrelates
concepts

Problem
solving

OmNifY
exempt.

Understand briportent concepts
and principles in kid

Be osdto Ihe mode of inquiry in field

Acquire osaimtlal skills in field

See knpodance of miming field to (Aber Ilelds

Li* concepts in field to social problems

M. important contribution
to student development

Acquire specialised vocabulary
in field at early stamp

Examine diverse views about
*tat is worth studying in hid

43

23

-01

15

13

06

17

14

01

24

-06

23

53

S2

-07

46

14

16

25

29

21

30

024

16

-06

02

CO

03

11

16

07

12

19

23

06

31

23

27

06

.01

07

-03

19

33

33

05

26

10

31

04

32

33

M

32

33

09

33

16

17

14

19

24

06

15

17

-01

23

49

03

22

26

CO

33
411Nol

*am N 0 1900; correlations greater twr, .04 are signikent at p .05.
Tocemol points wined.
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related view or else they believe it operates only in predominantly female fields. Previous
work in teaching pre-college subjects or opportunities to teach introductory courses
while a graduate student, as well as experience in usiness, industry, or other non-
college settings may influence the way one plans a course. These experiences, however,
may be tied to academic fields where faculty typically have such opportunities. In short,
there is little solid information about how faculty background relates to course planning
or teaching.

Our interview sample in the Reflections study was too small to draw any definite
conclusions about the influence of faculty background on course planning, but many
faculty stated that it was a strong influence. Exploring background in the Reflections
interviews led us to believe that faculty members with doctorates (particularly recent
ones) and those few faculty engaged actively in research, even at the teaching colleges
predominant in cur sample, were more likely than others to discuss current issues and
modes of inquiry in their introductory courses. Those with degrees in education or with
high school teaching experience may devote more planning time than others to
consideration of teaching strategy and non-content issues, such as student character-
istics and effort. We gained no sense that course planning differed with age, gender, or
other types of experience.

Most faculty members we interviewed did not see socialization into their discipline as
readily separable from other perspectives they might bring to the course planning task.
Math and science instructors were often the exceptions. They were more likely to see
course plans as dictated primarily by discipline structure and less by who they are, how
they were trained, and what their own experiences have been.

In the Course Planning Exploration (CPE), as in the Reflections study, we collected
standard demographic data about faculty, their education, their status, and their
previous teaching and non-teaching experience (Figure 3). In some ways we departed
from standard demographic information usually collected. For example, to acquire more
information about instructors in commur colleges and small private colleges where
doctorates are less common, we added art cuiditional category for "two or more masters'
degrees." When two masters had been cquired, we found, one of them frequently was
in education, thus potentially influencing course planning activities. Since both research
publication and attendance at instructional development workshops were reported
infrequently in the Reflections study, we did not include questions about them in the CPE.
We included instead questions about the number of more advanced courses faculty
members teach, assuming that (at least in four-year colleges) this might enable us to
identify those whose teaching assignments have variety and disciplinary challenge.

Demographic data for faculty respondents were summarized in Chapter 1. !dere we focus
on faculty perceptions of what influences them, rather than the relationship of demo-
graphic characteristics to reported course planning influences. We expect to doa more
complete analysis of actual variations in the relationship of background characteristics
and course planning variables.

Faculty Perceptions of Background Influem.es

We asked faculty which aspects of their background and beliefs they felt influenced them
in course planning (Figure 7). The aggregate percentages, summarized in Table 23, varied
on every item by academic field taught (Appendix E, Table 7). To illustrate these varied
views, the influence items are discussed below in four groups, based on overall
percentage response from strongest to modest to limited to weakest influence.
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IN PLANNING MY INTRODUCTORY COURSE THE FOLLOWING
CONSIDERATIONS INFLUENCE ME:

Not at
all

Very
strongly

My belief. about educational purpose 1 2 3 4 5 (2:22)

My religious belief. 1 2 3 4 5 (2:23)

My beliefs about teaching u a process 1 2 3 4 5 (2:24)

My political belief. 1 2 3 4 5 (2:23)

Things I have learned through teaching experience 1 2 3 4 5 (2:26)

Things I learned in formal education courses 1 2 3 4 5 (2:27)

Thing. I learned in instructional workshops 1 2 3 4 5 (2:28)

Thing. I learned as a practitioner in the field 1 2 3 4 5 (2:29)

The way the course was taught when I took it 1 2 3 4 5 (2:30)

My preparation as a scholar in the discipline 1 2 3 4 5 (2:31)

My preparation as a practitioner in the field 1 2 3 4 5 (2:32)

Other

Figure 7. Background influences on planning (CPE-I survey. question 17. page 9).

TABLE 23

Influence of Facts It Back round on Course Planning "Stroni Influentlar

INFLUENCE

GENERAL
EDUCATION

(n.2105)
(%)

RE-
PROFESSONAL

(n.2011)

(%)

ALL
(N.2311)

(%)

My educational purpose 83.3 83.0 83.3
My religious beliefs 13.4 13.7 13.4
My beliefs about teaching 68.7 75.1 69.2
My political beliefs 6.1 5.9 6.1
Teaching experience 91.4 84.9 90.8
Formal educmion courses 30.6 64.4 33.7
Instructional workshops 31.3 53.2 33.2
Practitioner experience 79.3 91.7 80.5
Way I was taught 19.3 11.8 18.7
Scholarly preparation 70.0 67.8 69.8
Practitioner preparation 64.1 83.0 65.8

Note: it enot dear that all (Woodall* interweted practitionee the sartio way. While we usume that most meant practice In a field 09 proleulon
apart from academe se we had Intended, some may have included teachng practice.

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 7-GE and 7.P.
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personal beliefs about educational purpose, learning gained through teaching experi-
ence, and learning gained through experience as a practitioner in the field. These were
named as strong influences by more than 80% of the faculty responding. These
influences were similarly strong for both general education and preprofessional course
faculty; where differences existed, the preprofessional faculty rated influence of practi-
tioner experiences more strongly and the general education faculty rated teaching
experience more strongly.

Beliefs about educational purpose were seen as least influential (when compared with
their colleagues) by mathematics instructors (72.9%), biology instructors (74.4%), and
business instructors (77.0%). Faculty who perceived practitioner experience as influen-
tial ranged from lows of 67.8% for mathematics and 68.3% for psychology to a high of
97.0% for nursing instructors.

In the second group, several items were judged modestly influential, that is, more than
65% of the responding faculty rated them important. They included beliefs about
teaching (69.2%), preparation as a scholar (69.8%), and preparation as a practitioner
(65.8%). Within this group, preparation as a scholar was least influential to composition
(60.1%), Romance language (61.0%), mathematics (66.3%), and business (59.4%)
instructorsmany of whom did not hold doctorates. Fine arts (78.7%) and Romance
language instructors (75.9%) were more like the professional fields in saying they were
influenced by their "practitioner" preparation. Agreement that beliefs about teaching
weie influential ranged from 56.3% for biology to 85.5% for educational psychology
instructors. Composition instructors also rated teaching beliefs as influential (76.3%),
and we note that their professional associations have devoted considerable attention to
teaching-and-learning issues in recent years.

The third group of background items reported to be of limited influence (less than 35%)
related to formal teaching preparation. About one-third of the faculty believed that they
are influenced by instructional workshops they have attended or formal education
courses they have taken. Among the small number of general education instructors who
reported influence. Romance language instructors (50.3%) were most likely to attribute
influence io instructional workshops, and h istory instructors (17.2%) were least likely to
do so. All the preprofessional fields gh... more Influence credit to formal education
courses. Among the general education fields, psychology instructors (40.0%) reported
the strongest influence from education courses and history instructors (22.8%) the least.
Since we do not know the rate of participation in such courses and workshops, influences
may be Judged weak merely because of non-attendance.

Instructional workshops also were judged somewhat more influential by preprofessional
faculty (53.2%), with nursing providing the strongest endorsement (68.2%) of all the
fields. We note that nursing instructors often have advanced degrees in education or
psychology and so might have a high rate of participation in peciagcgical training.

The fourth group of influences, those judged weakest, included faculty religious Wilds
(13.4%) and political beliefs (6.1%). The patterns were similar for the general education
and preprofessional field faculty in that these influences seem to operate in special cases.
For example, mathematics instructors were least likely to attribute influence to either of
these beliefs, whereas history professors (13.0%) were more likely than their colleagueP
to indicate that their political beliefs were influential. Finally, among this least influentL ,
set of influences, less than 20% of the faculty members assigned influence to the way they
had been taught.

Of all the background influences (listed in Table 23), only one varied by college type when
academic field was held constant. Specifically, in history, biology, and literature, faculty
in Liberal Arts 11 and Comprehensive Il colleges were more likely than others to say their
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course planning was influenced by their religious beliefs. This result is probably
explained by the fact that these types of colleges often are sponsored by religious
denominations. Appendix F, Table 7 summarizes this information by academic field, but
the differences are not clearly apparent there because of the aggregation into three college
types.

Table 24 gives the intercorrelations among the items tapping the reported influence of
faculty background. Judging from the correlations, faculty members who are influenced
in course planning by religious beliefs are also likely to be influenced by their political
beliefs. There is a relationship between having been influenced by courses in education
and by instructional workshops. Finally, the influences resulting from views about
educational purpose, process, and past teaching experience are associated, at least in
faculty perceptions, with their planning.

In a factor analysis of the items in this set, four categories of influential beliefs were
distinguished. In order of derivation they are: (1) beliefs about educational purposes and
processes as well as knowledge gained from teaching experience: (2) preparation as a
scholar or practitioner; (3) training in pedagogy (courses or workshops): and (4) religious
and political beliefs. (For details see Appendix G, Table 5.)

Faculty Beliefs

For pre-college teachers, there is evidence that theories or belief systems guide actions,
although they may operate unconsciously (Clark & Yinger, 1979). At the college level as
well, Dressel and Marcus (1982) have identified associations between instructors'
teaching practices and sets of beliefs. Despite these associations, it is unclear to what
extent educational assumptions are fixed by prior background and socialization and to
what extent they are modified by the teaching context.

To explore their educational beliefs, in the Reflections study faculty were asked to sort
six cards containing paragraph descriptions of educational assumptions (also referred
to here as beliefs and purposes) and to identify those most and least like their own. The
descriptions were developed to represent conflicting conceptions of curriculum (basedon
the work of Eisner & Valiance, 1974) and a pragmatic constraint statement based on the
findings of Seidman (1985). We found that endorsement of particular beliefs varied
strongly with academic field, but many faculty members had difficulty deciding whirh of
two important beliefs was closest to their own. Almost no one chose the pragmatic
constraint statement as the description most like their own belief.

Based on the interviews, we judged that faculty educational beliefs are quite stable,
mediated only modestly by context. In this study we retained, but tightened and clarified,
the six statements of educational purpose. We added two statements contributed by
faculty: to prepare directly for earning a living (reflecting comments from community
college faculty), and to clarify one's values (reflecting comments by faculty in denomina-
tional colleges). The card sort was changed to a set of Likert-type scales, allowing faculty
members to choose more than one belief as like their own. We also added a question
asking that respondents select the single most important belief statement for them in
their introductory course planning.
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TABLE 24

inlercorrelations of Educational Beliefs and Background influnces on Course Planning'

EDUCATIONAL BELEFS AND BACKGROUND INFLUENCES

EDUCATIONAL BEUEFS AND
BACKGROUND INFLUENCES

Educational
purpose Religious Teaching Political Experientsi Formal Workshop

Practi-
tiorWif Took Scholl/

My religious beliefs 15

My beliefs about leaching
ar a process 47 17

My political beliefs 16 44 14

Things lewned through
teaching experience 33 01 3E1 06

Things learned in formal
education courses 10 11 16 S) 12

Things learned in
instructional workshons 16 12 a 07 23 50

Things learned as
practitioner in field 22 04 22 01 27 15 27

Way the cane was
taught when I bok it 04 io co CO 07 16 12 (B

My preparation as a
scholw in the dacipline 15 06 10 03 15 19 09 21 23

My preparation as a
practitioner in the field 19 10 21 C6 19 22 25 63 10 43

Notes: N 2019. M. 2017: correlations greater. than .04 are *pikers at p
'Decimal points omitted.
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Figure 8. Educational beliefs (CPE-I survey question 15, pages 6-7).
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Faculty Ratings of Educational Beliefs

The results of faculty ratings of various beliefs about education as congruent with their
own are shown in Table 25.

About 90% of all faculty in all fields strongly endorsed the belief that the purpose of
education is to teach effective thinking. For general education faculty, first-ranked
effective thinking was followed in order by four beliefs thought important by about equal
percentages of the group, (1) clarifying values and making commitments (60.0%), (2)
pursuing systematic instructional goals (56.5%), (3) social change to make the world a
better place (54.0%), and (4) learning the great ideas of humankind (50.2%). In contrast,
only about 13% of the faculty in any field felt that their educational beliefs were
constrained by factors beyond their control as they planned their courses.

There was more similarity among faculty beliefs in the three preprofessional fields we
selected than among those in the nine general education fields. Not surprisingly,
preprofessional faculty viewed the vocational purposes of education more positively
(64.9%) than did general education faculty (26 5%). Concurrently, they placed less
importance on learning great ideas humans haw. created. In these respects the faculty
in education, nursing, and business more closely resembled their colleagues in science
and mathematics than they resembled those in the humanities. The particWar set of
beliefs espoused for the purpose of education clearly would depend on the reprofes-
sional fields selected for study.

F-ccept for unanimity on the importance of effective thinking, and on the unimportance
of constraints, the strength of endorsement for each statement of educilt tonal belief
varied greatly among the nine general education fields. The followingcomparisons were
statistically significant.

"Clarifying values and developing commitment" was an educational purpose en-
dorsed by more than 50% of faculty in all general education fields except mathemat-
ics (34.4%).
"Systematic instruction" was endorsed most strongly by faculty members teaching
Romance languages (75.9%) and by over 50% of the faculty in all other fields except
literature (43.5%).
"Learning to make the world a better place" was most strongly endorsed by faculty
members teaching sociology (78.6%) and psychology (73.7%) and learA often
endorsed by faculty members teaching mathematics (22.6%).
"Personal enrichment" was seen as an important educational purpose by more than
40% of faculty in composition, literature, sociology, psychology, and fine arts. In
contrast, only 11.3% of mathematics teachers and 17.1% of biology teachers saw
personal enrichment as an educational purpose congruent with their own introduc-
tory courses.

Not surprisingly, vocational development was not an important educational
purpose for faculty members teaching general education courses to lower division
students. Among them, however, it was most important to mathematics teachers.

There was little variation in educational beliefs bytype of college when the academic fields
were considered separately (Appendix F, Thble 8). No statistically significant differences
were found across the six types of institutions on any educational belief for faculty
teaching sociology, psychology, mathematics, or fine arts. Preprofessional faculty, as
well, seemed to hold educational beliefs similar to their colleagues in the same field,
regardless of where they teach. Faculty teaching biology and Romance languages in
Liberal Arts U colleges placed a higher value on personal enrichment and value
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TABLE 25

Beliefs About Education Much Like M Boor

BELIEF

GENERAL
EDUCATION

(n.2105)
(V

PRE-
PROFESSIONAL

(n.206)
(%)

ALL
(N.2311)

(%)

Social change 52.3 71.1 54.0

Effective thinking 90.3 87.7 90.2

Systematic instruction 55.2 69.8 56.5

Vocational development 26.5 64.9 29.9

Determined by mission
and resource constraints 12.7 15.2 12.9

Personal enrichment 35.6 37.1 35.8

Learn great ideas of humanity 50.9 43.4 50.2

Clarify values and
achieve commitment 59.3 67.2 60.0

Belgians*: Appendixes E and F, Tables 8-GE and 8-P.
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clarification than faculty teaching in these fields at other types of colleges. Several
differences in beliefs were noted among faculty teaching composition, literature, and
history at different types of colleges, but no pattern to these differences was obvious.

Faculty Members' Preferred Educational Beliefs

After they rated each belief as like or unlike their own, we asked faculty respondents to
choose the single belief that mostresembled theirs. Consistent with their ratings, overall
57.7% of faculty members chose effective thinking as the educational belief or purpose
most like their own. Each of the other descriptions of educational belief received a far
smaller percentage of first choices (Table 26). In Table 27, comparison of the general
education faculty responses on both the ratings of beliefs and the beliefs chosen as "most
like my own" revealed striking differences.

The difficulty in obtaining an endorsement of a single statement as "most like my belier
clearly demonstrates that faculty hold multiple beliefs and goals for their course, and
these may not readily be arranged in hierarchical order. As an example, nursing faculty
members, wao rated several beliefs as "much like their own," probably found it difficult
and artificial to choose among descriptions of effective thinking, social change, vocational
development, and systematic instruction, among others. Faced with the dilemma of
choosing only one when answering the survey, a substantial number of faculty did not
select one single belief.

The following findings were notable:

The smallest percentage of faculty choosing effective thinking was in Romance
languages (35.6%). In all other fields, more than 40% of the faculty selected this as
their first choice.
Literature instructors were the strongest proponents of values clarification and
commitment (21.4%). Instructors in other fields ranged between 3.1% (mathemat-
ics) and 11.4% (fine arts).
In relation to their colleagues, Romance language (21.3%), nursing (16.9%), and
educational psychology (14.0%) instructors highly valued systematic instruction.
Less than 10% of faculty in other fields selected this description as their first choice.
(Note that these groups of faculty are most likely to have pursued formal courses in
education where systematic instructional plans are often emphasized.)
Faculty in sociology (31.1%), educational psychology (25.6%), and psychology
(24.0%) frequently chose "making the world a better place" as a most important
educational purpose. Faculty members in mathematics (4.9%) and, surprisingly,
nursing (5.1%) were least likely to see this as like their belief.
Literature (12.6%) and fine arts (13.0%) instructors most often chose the "transmis-
sion of the great ideas of humanity" as like their belief. Composition and Romance
language teachers least often chose this belief (less than 3%).
The largest percentage of instructors choosing personal enrichment as the belief
most like theirs was in psychology (10.8%).
Vocational purposes of education (less than 5.0%) and the belief that one's own
beliefs were constrained by one's situation (less than 4.0%) were chosen by very few
faculty in any general education field as their first choice. As stated earlier, the
choice ofvocational purposes was more common (10.3%) among the preprofessional
faculty.

Faculty ratings of the educational beliefs on the five-point scales (see intercorrelations
in Table 28) show that those concerned with development of values as an educational
purpose are also somewhat likely to be concerned with students' personal and social
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TABLE 26

Most Prfrred Educational Belle

GENERAL PRE-
EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL ALL

(1.2105) (n.206) (N.2311)
PREFERRED BELEF (10 (%) (%)

Effective thinking 58.6 49.2 57.7

Systematic instruction 6.5 10.8 6.9

Vocational development 2.2 10.3 2.9

Detennined by mission
and resource constraints 0.5 0.0 0.4

Personal enrichment 3.1 2.7 3.1

Learn great ideas of humanity 6.1 1.6 5.7

Clarity values and achieve commitment 9.2 9.2 9.2
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Rebrences: Appendixes E and F, Tables 9-GE and 9-P.



Table 27

Preferred Eduaatlonal Bellefs...Summa

PERCENTAGE OF FACULTY LEIABERS REPORTING TKAT:

(A) O d memos given, Ms Is the moment most Ilse my own bola°
(B) /his stsonant Is much Ilte my belief.°
(Rated 4 or 5 on !point scale)

Effective thinking (A)
Acquire general intellectual (0)
skids to use in many situations

Social change (A)
To make the world a (B)
better place for aN

Values (A)
Help students clarity (B)
values and beliefs, develop
dedicabon, commitment to
guiden9 PrinciPhts

Systematic instruction (A)
regardless of specific (B)
curriculum

Great idea.
Emphasize great (A)
products and discovenes (B)
of the human mind; great
thinkers,concepts in field

Personal enrichment (A)
Studenta fasoym themselves, (B)
develop pefsonal autonomy

Vocational (A)
Prepare to eam a living, (B)
contribute to society's

6 S
production

Constrained (A)
by college mission and (B)
resources-little flexibility
for own views

Ai
faculty Comp Lit Hist Sox Psydt Bio Math

Fins
arts Lang

Et;
psych Num Bus

57.7 66.2 48.4 61.6 48.4 48.5 68.9 74.0 50.3 35.6 41.9 55.9 48.2
90.2 04.2 87.5 93.6 93.6 83.9 91.4 93.4 84.6 82.9 87.2 92.4 84.8

14.0 8.5 12.6 16.1 31.1 24.0 15.5 4.9 8.1 21.3 25.6 5.1 19.3
54.0 53.8 51.2 61.4 78.5 73.8 45.5 22.6 49.5 57.0 76.6 69.6 69.3

9.2 9.8 21.4 8.0 90.7 4.8 5.7 3.1 11.4 11.3 9.3 6.8 10.8
-0.0 64.9 78.5 67.6 59.7 57.2 50.9 34.5 68.3 55.0 66.0 80.6 57.8

6.9 6.1 1.6 1.3 0.8 5.4 4.7 9.0 8.1 21.9 14.0 16.9 4.8
56.5 55.6 43.5 50.0 52.5 53.9 50.5 62.1 54.0 75.9 74.5 82.1 58.3

5.7 2.7 12.6 9.4 6.6 4.8 4.7 4.2 13.0 0.6 4.7 1.7 0.0
50.2 34.4 72.7 66.9 56.4 56.1 50.2 39.8 68,3 28.3 42.5 44.8 42.9

3.1 3.2 3.3 1.8 0.8 10.8 0.0 0.0 6.5 3.8 2.3 3.4 2.4
35.8 50.9 48.3 25.7 43.2 43.9 17.1 11.3 51.3 31.2 36.0 41.8 34.1

2.9 2.9 0.0 1.8 1.6 0.6 0.5 4.9 2.7 2.5 2.3 10.2 14.5
29,9 30.8 12.9 17.3 19.4 23.3 23.0 48.0 21.2 27.8 48.9 68.7 70.4

0.4 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 0,0 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
12.9 13.7 12.1 11.6 10.7 11.3 13.2 11.6 9.5 21.3 10.6 13.7 18.7
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development. A similar modest relationship exists between believing in the importance
of vocational education and believing in a systematic educr Jolial process. Since faculty
in two of the preprofessional fields, educational psychology and nursing,are among the
most likely of all those we surveyed to have had formal pedagogical training, it is possible
this relationship is an artifact of differences in background. Such a relationship might
not appear, for example, if we had chosen introductory courses in architecture and
journalism.

Consistent with the correlations in Table 28, a factor analysis of the scaled responses (1
to 5) for these educational beliefs resulted in a weak solution with two potential factors:
Factor 1: a belief that education has the purpose of social change, personal enrichment,
and values clarification and commitment: and Factor 2: a belief that education should
involve systematic instruction and be vocationally directed (Appendix G, Table 6). Since
these associations were weak, however, it is probably more accurate to think of the eight
belief descriptions as representing unique and distinct conceptions of educational
purpose.

To explore the relationships between faculty beliefs about education and influences they
rated as important when selIcting topics for their course, we correlated the beliefs and
content selection influences discussed earlier. The results, shown in Table 29, confirm
the consistency between faculty ratings of the educational beliefs and theirreports of how
they apply these beliefs in course planning. To cite justa few examples, the importance
of linking course concepts to social problems is correlated with a belief that education
should help students promote social change (.56): a belief in personal enrichment is
correlated with choosing content that fosters student development (.42): a belief in value
Llarification as an educational purpose is related to linking concepts to social problems
(.37) and to making a contribution to student development (.43).

Table 30 shows the correlations of faculty self-reports about beliefs and background
characteristics that influence them and their reports of reasons for choosing specific
content. This table, too, shows expected patterns, although the relationships are less
pronou nced.

Summary

Our examination of the responses faculty gave to questions about their disciplines, their
backgrounds, and their educational beliefs reinforced our earlier sense that these
influences on course planning are difficult to separate. While including all of these
aspects of a faculty member's thinking as 'content" creates some confusion, we have
retained this broad category in our model. In an attempt to create a more parsimonious
set of influence factors based on the inclusive idea of content, we factored, as a single
set, responses to the several sets of influence items concerned with faculty background,
dLsciplinary influences, and selection of content. As in all factor analyses, a number of
solutions could be chosen as the best interpretation. We chose a six-factor solution
accounting for 40.5% of the variance. Based on the most characteristic items, the six
content and background-related influence factors mentioned below seem to describe the
relationships underlying the sets of responses to content and background questions
(Appendix 0, Table 7 for details). The factors are listed in order of their importance to
the total faculty sample.

To complete our descriptive analysis, we briefly discuss correlations of these six content
influence factors with faculty choices of discipline descriptions and with faculty ratings
of the importance of various educational beliefs.



01.4.9K.=i
54

TABLE 2$

Planntng Introductory College i Junes

Interoorrelatlon ,of FacultLEducatIonal Ballets'

EDUCATIONAL BELIEF

EDUCATIONAL BELIEF

Effective thinking

Systematic instruction

Vocational preparation

Pragmatic constraints

Personal enrichment

Learn great ideas

Clarity values

Change Mit* System Vocational Pragmatic Personal Great Ideu

1111
17

09 16

12 10 33

12 03 12 24.

38 11 03 17 22

6... 15 a) ce 14 V

42 14 12 12 16 44 z

Notes: N 2049. di . 2047; correlations greater than .04 are signiScant at p a .05.
'Dedmal points omitted.
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TABLE 26

Correlation of Educational Bohol* with Reasons tor Selecting Course Content'

REASONS FOR SELECTING CONTENT

EDUCATIONAL BELEFS

Soda
change

Effectiv
thinking

Systematic
instruction

Vocational
develop Constraints

Personal
enrichment

Learning
gru-st ideas

Clardy
valuss

Understand important concepts and principles in field C6 19 14 13 02 -04 23 1:6

Be introduced b the mode of inquiry in field 16 23 05 ce os 17 29 is

Acquire essential skills in field .01 16 23 27 CO 07 -ce 03

See importance of relating field b other Nekls M 21 09 13 11 22 19 24

Link concepts in field ba social probinms 56 07 03 04 10 M 26 37

Field can make important contribuk 1 Ltudent development 39 13 10 07 07 42 21 43

Acquire speciaNzed vocabulary in held at eany stage 06 (2 24 23 15 02 06 02

Examine diverse views about what is worth studying in held 37 12 01 ce 16 32 34 33

Notes: N. 2214, di . 2212; completions greater than .04 we significant p .05,
'Decimal points omitted.
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TABLE 30

Correlation of Facul Educational Belief. and Back round with Rasons for Se lectin Cours Content*

INFLUENCE OF BACKGROUND AND BELEFS

My beliefs about educabonal purpose

My religious beliefs

My beliefs about teaching as a process

My political beliefs

Things learned through teaching semerienoe

Things learned in formai education courses

Things learned in instructional workshops

Things learned as practitioner in field

Way the course was taught when I took it

My preparation as a scholar in the discipline

My preparation as a practitioner in the field

17

16

10

13

C4

C9

10

23

12

24

05

18

10

to

ce

to

05

23

14

REASONS FOR SELECTING CONTENT

Important Mod* Euential Intarrelation Social Student Special Mersa
concepts InclukY skiMs of fields problems develop vocabulary views

10

-01 09

16 23

05 4 08

19 a)

co 15

17

19 23

07

00 2:1

17 25

a 32 CO 23

I19 12 04 15

18 28 05

36 14 V :7

03 21 C8 03

14 14 23 14

13 19 18 10

11 Zi 05 12

03 -02 2 07

16 14 14 24

13 25 11 19

'A/5
N .otes: N1992, N. 1990; oorrallISOMI greats( then .04 sign ficant at p
'Decimal points omitted.
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TABLE 31

RelatIonehl s Und.rlylng Content and Back round-Related Influenose

IMPORTANCE

Unstan-

STANDARDIZED
FACTOR MEAN

daubed
Factor Low HO
Mean S.D. Reid Reid

1 Importance of aoquking disciplinary
and interdisciplinary concepts
(mode of inquiry, great ideas,
interrelatedness of ideas). (Factor 3)

2 Influence of instructor's training
as scholar and practitioner. (Factor 4)

3 Importance of vocational
development, career search;
influence of instructor's
pedagogical training. (Factor 2)

4 Importance of students' personal
and intellectual development
(search for meaning, integration
of ideas, diverse viewpoints
and desire to investigate
on one's own). (Factor l)

5 Influence of instructor's
religious beliefs, political
beliefs; importance of and
instructor interest in solving
social problems. (Face3r 5)

6 Influence of instructor's
teaching experience and beliefs
about edwational purpose and
prows*. (Factor 6)

va........14.

4.53 0.87 0.64 6.92

3.60 0.86 0.66 5.50

2.62 0.81 -0.73 5.48

1.90 0.85 .0.55 4.37

1.73 0.83 -1.60 4.07

1 .41 0.80 -0.85 4.26

IIIMMIMIIMIIIMINIIIMINNIIIMIII0/IIIINIMOWISIIII

Note: Factor I Indicates the lkst factor to be derived, that is, the one that accounts tor the greatest vehation among responses.
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Substantial correlations (greater than .30) between the six influence scores and the
ratings of educational belief statements (Table 32) confirm that the influences faculty
report are congruent with the beliefs or educational purposes they endorsed.

Correlations between the six content influence factors and scores representing discipline
characterizations also showed expected patterns (Table 33). And, faculty teaching in
various disciplines differ significantly on all of the six influence scores. In contrast,
correlations were low (all less than .30) between the content influence factors and
demographic variables (sex, age, degree, rank, full-time, tenure status, length of teaching
experience), indicating that disciplinary influences are relatively independent of personal
data (Table 34). The interesting correlation that stands out in this table is the relationshi
among low academic rank, little teaching experience, and the factor involving a
pedagogical/vocational influence. It appears that faculty members with the least status
report either the strongest vocational orientation or the most pedagogical training, or
both.

We conclude this section of the report on content, a term we have used to include both
academic field and the associated background and beliefs of faculty teaching in that field,
by suggesting that there are substantial and consistent patterns of correlation between
faculty members' background and preparation, the way they view their disciplines, their
educational beliefs, and the reported influence of their discipline when they plan
introductory courses. We suspect that it is possible, using cluster analysis, to identify
three or more groups of faculty based on content factors. Of course, if faculty teaching
in introductory courses other than those selected for this study were also included, a
greater variety of patterns might be found.
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TABLE 32

Correlation of Educational Beliefs with Derived Content Factors'

EDUCATIONAL BEUEFS

CERNED CONTENT FACTOra

Personal/
intellectual

development

Pedagogical
training/

vocational
orientation

Concept
learning

Scholarly Religious/ Educs .onal
training political beliefs beliefs

Social change 45 12 10 13 31

Effective thinking 10 04 a) 05 23

Systematic instruction -05 30 11 14 -02

Vocational development -03 54 07 06 -06 13

Determined by mission and resource
constraintal

CO 34 02 CO 15 01

Personal enrichment 46 16 ce 17 15 22

Lbarning great ideas of humanity 31 -02 a, 16 18 -03

Clarify values and achieve commitment 43 10 10 27

Wm: N 2002, di 2000; correladons greaex than .04 are sgnificwt at p. ,05.
'Decimal points omitted.

TABLE 33

Correlation of Content Factors and Discipline Fctors'

DERIVED DISCPUNE FACTORS

CERNED CONIENT FACTORS

Pedagogical
Personal/ training/

intellectual vocational Concept Scholarly Religious/ Educational
development orientation learning training polidcal beliefs beliefs

Group of scholars sharing common
interests and values

Learning end applying skids

42

Organized body of concepts and operations -12

-07

34

14

16

06

10

3i

03

Noise: N 201% t . 2014; correlations greater tan .04 are significant at p..05.
`Decimal points omitted.



TABLE 34

Correlation of Content Factors with Demographic Characteristics of Faculty*

FACULlY
CHARACTERISTIC

DERIVED CONTENT FACTORS

Personal/
Intellectual

development

Pedagogical
traininW

vocational
orientation

Concept
learning

Scholarly
training

Religious/
political beliefs

Educe-
bonaf
beliefs

Group of
scholars
shwing

Learn
and apply

sWIls

Organized
body of

concepts and
operations

Sex

Academic rank

Employment
FuIVIhut bvn

Tenured

Years luk-bme
college teaching

06

at

02

04

co

03

14

-03

-24

15

16

-18

07

CO

ce

-03

02

01

04

ce

oi

ce

CO

01

-04

ce

ce

cs

01

-02

23

ce

-07

03

07

-07

-01

-ce

ce

-04

-04

al

16

-15

06

ce

-10

01

oo

00

Di

NoIes: N . 1984, #a 1962; correlations greatec than .04 are significant at pm .05.
'Docirnsi points omitted.
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Chapter 3, Context

American colleges vary greatly, and the possible number of contextual influences on
course planning is substantial. For the most part, we drew on practical experience in
constructing initial lists of potential influences that go beyond discipline and background
considerations. Then, in interviews, we identified those influences that faculty members
mentioned frequently and those that seemed important only in special situations. We
also observed those contextual influences that faculty members tended to link as they
discussed course planning with us. This refinement process enabledus to develop seven
groups of common influences that seem to adequately represent what faculty might
attend to in course planning: college goals, program goals, student characteristics and
goals, external influences, facilities and staff assistance, Pragmatic factors such as
schedules and class size, and sources or services on the campus. In this chapter on
contextual influences, we will discuss what we have learned about each of these groups
of influences.

Faculty Perceptions of College and Program Goals

Although considerable research has been done on college missions and goals, faculty
goals for specific courses and academic programs have been studied less frequently.
Faculty course goals may be either explicit or implicit, and they may or may not relate
closely to the overall college or program missions. Thus, we explored faculty perceptions
of whether their course planning was influenced by program goals, college goals, or both.

In the Reflections study we found, in general, that faculty considered college goals
relatively unimportant in their course planning, except when college goals dictated level
of student preparation (e.g., an open-door community college or a highly selective liberal
arts college) or were especially prominent (e.g., a strong religious orientation). In some
colleges, however, recent emphasis on improving general education seemed to have
heightened faculty consciousness about college goals. This was particularly true when
core curricula were being developed and in subjects where faculty who preferred to teach
their own majors recently had been assigned to teach courses for general education
purposes. In contrast to college goals, program goals frequently were strongly influential
as faculty planned courses.

In the Reflections study, we asked faculty members to respond to an open-ended probe:
"Tell me about the program that sponsors this course," and we listened for mentions of
program goals in the answers. Additionally, we presented eight continua about program
goals. We asked faculty members to tell us what the endpoints of the continua meant
to them and, if possible, where their program should be placed on each continuum. The
continua initially used dealt with: learning or applying concepts; educating for first
degree versus further education; student orientation versus subject orientation; close
versus loose coordination; production of knowledge (research) versus transmitting
knowledge (teaching); and service to societyversus other types of service orientations. We
soon discovered that these items served as provocative conversation starters but,
phrased as continua, were likely to produce ambiguous data. Faculty seldom viewed the
endpoints of these continua as real dichotomies.

Through the interviews, we found that the importance of program goals in course
planning varied by academic field as well as by institutional setting. For example, in
nursing, careful attention to program goals is fostered by such external forces as
accreditation, state examination requirements, and the need to collaborate with practice
sites. In other cases, program goals are important because of the hierarchical nature of
the discipline. Especially in science and mathematics, many faculty .:nembers view
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courses, and even study topics, as building blocks, not to be left to the whim of individual
instructors. In contrast. faculty members in other disciplines (for example, literature and
sociology) may consider the instructor's desire, expertise, and even caprice as essential
to free academic exploration and creative teaching.

Finally, a wide variety of program coordination patterns stemmed from college mission
or local traditions. In some colleges, programs were so tightly coordinated that
instructors teaching sections of introductory courses covered the same lesson on the
same day; in others, section leaders in the same course had carte blanche.

As the interviews progressed, we sensed that goals were related to three types of
autonomy: (1) student autonomy in course choice (versus many prescribed courses); (2)
instructor autonomy in course planning (versus strong coordination); and, finally. (3)
program autonomy from the college as a whole (versus strong coordination of programs).
In addition to observing these three loci of autonomy, we noted that autonomy (or its
opposite, coordination) may stem from different sources (e.g., the hierarchical nature of
the field, deliberate faculty attempts to interrelate disciplines, a distinctive college
mission, external demands, or other factors). We became interested in the extent to
which these important aspects of autonomy (or coordination) can be assessed, irrespec-
tive of Carnegie type of institution, and can influence course and program planning.

In the Course Planning Exploration (CPE), we asked faculty to select a primary descriptor
and goal for the program unit offering the course from among several options (Figure 9).
In addition, faculty respondents were asked to characterize both their college and the
sponsoring program on five-point scales according to emphasis on each of the following:
mission (research, teaching, applied study). distinctiveness of mission, degree of
coordination, interrelatedness, and prescriptiveness (Figure 10). We also attempted to
incorporate and explore the three dimensions of autonomy mentioned earlier thmugh a
set of brief statements (Figure 11). Finally, we asked faculty to indicate how strongly the
goals of the college and sponsoring program influence them in planning an introductory
course (Figure 12).

Organizational Units Sponsoring Introductory Councs

Most faculty members repotted that the unit sponsoring their course was either a single-
field department (67.6%) or a multi-field division (19.4%) (Table 35). Other types of
administrative arrangements were mentioned by only 13% of the faculty. Faculty
members teaching history (25.7%), sociology (40.0%), and psychology (24.6%), and
business (36.3%) were most likely to report a divisional sponsor. Reflecting common
differences in the organizational patterns of different types of colleges, the two-year
college faculty were most likely to report a divisional sponsor and the dr toral and
compre...ensive colleges a departmental sponsor.

Faculty members were given options to describe the primary goal of the organizational
unit that sponsors their introductory course, typically the department or division (Table
35). Overall, 53.5% of the faculty in the nine general education fields cited a general
education goal for their department or division, 21.8% believed the primary purpose was
preparing majors, and only 1.7% reported the key goal to be preparing students for
graduate and professional school. For the professional schools, of course, the unit goals
reported were quite different: 42.2% of the faculty members said the unit primarily
prepared majors, 40.8% said it prepared students directly for careers. and only 7.8% said
its purpose was general education. In all, 13.5% of the faculty surveyed saw the purpose
of their unit as preparing students for transfer to four-year colleges. Since about half of
the total faculty responding were from community college- " is clear transfer preparation
is viewed as only one of several teaching functions in t. t settings.
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10. What type of organizational unit has immediate responsibility for offering this course? (1:25)
Please check the single most accurate descdption.

fla department composed of faculty from one academic or occupational field
a division composed of faculty from several occupationsti or academic fields
a sequence or subprogram within an academic or occupational department

J a broadly based college committee (e.g., ge.teral education committee, Wide
and technical education committee)

Ba coilege-wide administrative unit
other (please specify)

11. What would you say is the primary goal of the organizational unit that sponsors your (1:26)

introductory course? (Check one)

to offer general education courses to students in the college0 to prepare majors in an academic field
0 to prepare students for transfer to four-year colleges
0 to prepare audents for direct career entry0 to prepare students for entry to graduate and professional schools
0 other (please specify)

01111111..

Figure 9. Organizational unit's primary goal (CPE-I survey. questions 10-11. page 2).
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12. Please ckcle the appropriate number on each scale at the right to !Wks le how true each
statement Is for:

a. your college (or university) as a whole, and

b. the organizational unit (program) that sponsors your course

a. My college b. My program

Not
at all
true

Very
true

Teaching is a major goal 1 2 3 4 5

Researcs, is a major goal 1 2 3 4 5

Students should learn concepts 1 2 3 4 5

Students should apply concepts 1 2 3 4 5

Course content is tightly
coordinated

1 2 3 4 5

Student programs are largely
prescribed

1 2 3 4 5

The mission is distinctive 1 2 3 4 5

The mission is clearly understood
by faculty

1 2 3 4 5

Courses are very much interrelated 1 2 3 4 5

Programs are very much
interrelated

1 2 3 4 5

Not
at all Very

true thie

1

I

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

2 3 4 5 (1:27)

(1:28)

2 3 4 5 (1:29)

(1:30)

2 3 4 5 (1:31)

(1:32)

2 3 4 5 (1:33)

(1:34)

2 3 4 5 (1:35)

(1:36)

2 3 4 5 (1:37)

(1138)

2 3 4 5 (1%79)
(1:40)

2 3 4 5 (1:41)

(1:42)

2 3 4 5 (1:43)

(1:44)

(1.45)
(1:46)

Figure 10. Organizational emphasis (CPE-I survey, question 12, page 3).
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I13. Please circle the appropriate number on the scale at the right ol each paragraph below to Meats
how well the statement describes the program that sponsors the introductory course you teach.

Not at all
like mY roc=

Very much
like my program

A. In my program, faculty believe that students learn
most effectively when they follow their own interests.

1 2 3 4 5 (1:47)

Thus, we offer a rather broad range of courses and
learning experiences and allow students to choose
from them.

B. In my propant, we are guided by the belief that all
students should cover similar topics in introductory
courses. Decisions about course content, therefore,
are made by a group of faculty Of the chairperson or
they reflect employer needs. Therefore I have little
autonomy in selecting the content.

1 2 3 4 5 (1:41)

C. In general, content and skills taught in my program
are hierarchical in nature. Consequently, the faculty
feel it is essential for students to enroll in courses
in a specific sequence so that each COME serves
as part of a set of building blocks,

D. In my program, the faculty believe it is important to
link course content with the topics taught in other
fields. Therefore, as we help students plan their
programs, we stress to them that they should enroll
in courses in other programs.

I

1

2

2

3

3

4

4

5

5

(1:43)

(1:30)

E. At my college, many curricular decisions are made
outside the program. Decisions about what courses
students should take, what the course content should
be, and in whit sequence the courses should be taken
are often decided in committees or forums other than
within the program, particularly for introductory
courses.

1 2 3 4 5 (1:31)

Figure 11. Autonomy in course planning (CPE-1 survey, question 13, page 4).
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Planning introductory College Courses

IN PLANNING MY INTRODUCTORY COURSE THE FOLLOWING CONSIDERATIONS
INFLUENCE ME:

Not et
all

Very
strongly

The distinctive goals of my college 1 2 3 4 5 (2:3())

The specific goals of my program or department. 1 2 3 4 5 (2:31)

The general responsibility of my program in
contributing to the college

1 2 3 4 5 (2:32)

The extent to which my program prescribes what 1 2 3 4 5 (2:33)

I teach

The extent to which content is interrelated with
other pros-inns

1 2 3 4 5 (2134)

The requirements of courses students will take later 1 2 3 4 5 (2:33)

Other

Figure 12. Organizational influences (CPE-I survey, question 17, page 11).

TABLE 35

Characteristics of introductory Cour*.

OFNERAL PIE-
EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL ALL

(n.2105) (n.206) (N-2311)
CHARACTERISTIC (S) (S) (S)

Unit offering course
Department-single field 68.1 65.9 67.6
Division-several fields 19.2 22.4 19.4
Sequence or subprogram of department 4.3 6.3 4.4
College committee 2.7 2.0 2.6
College-wide unit 15 1.0 3.3
Other 2.6 2.9 2.7

Primary goal of sponsoring unit
General edilCatiOn 53,5 7.8 48.9
Prepare majors 21,8 42.2 23.4
Prepare students for transfer 14.6 4.9 13.5
Prepare directly for careers 2.3 40.8
Prepare for graduate/ professional school 1.7 1.0 1.6
Other 7.2 3.4 6.9

fletereneems: AppendIxos E end F, Tables 10.GE and t 0- P.
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Among faculty members teaching nonprofessional introductory. courses, 50 to 60% saw
general education as the primary organizational purpose of the unit. The exceptiors were
faculty members teaching psychology (43.8%), biology (31.1%), and mathematics
(36.3%), who were least likely to see general education as their programs' purpose. In
these same fields, faculty were likely to see as important educational purposes both
prepa, ' of *majors (psychology, 30.3%; biology, 36.3%; mathematics, 33.3%) and
prepanue, students for transfer (psychology, 17.4%; biology, 15.6%; mathematics,
19.0%).

Very few facult .ss than 10%) teaching the general education courses said career
preparation was ure primary purpose of their program. As expected, this was not true
of the three preprofessional fields. Faculty in these three fields were about equally divided
in saying their program prepared majors (42.2%) and prepared students directly for
careers (40.8)%; of course, these are not mutually exclusive categories.

Characteristics of Sponsoring Programs

Probing more fully into faculty members' perceptions of the sponsoring program, we
asked them to respond to several statements about program dimensions. Using the same
five-point scale, we asked the same questions about the college (Figure 10).

In discussing the responses, we focus first on questions about the mission and goals of
the program and college and on whether faculty view them rls distinctive and well
understood. Later, we turn to faculty perceptions of program and college coordination,
prescription, and interrelationships.

Faculty Perceptions of Program Goals

More than 90% of all responding faculty groups felt that teaching was a major goal of the
program sponsoring their course; this perception did not differ significantly across
academic fields or across types of institutions. In contrast, less than 20% of faculty felt
that research was a major program goal; the smallest percentages were in the preprofes-
sional fields. Faculty teaching in literature, history, biology, and Romance languages
were most likely to say research was a major goal of their program. These results are
summarized in Tablet 36 and 37.

Irrespective of field, a slightly smaller percentage of faculty teaching in comprehensive
and doctoral universities said that teaching was a major goal. And, similarly, when
disciplines were considered separately, the perception of research as a program goal
differed significantly across college types in the manner expected. That is, facuhy
members in doctoral universities were most likely to report research as a program goal,
whereas those in two-year colleges (and occasionally Liberal Arts II colleges) were least
likely to do so.

Seeing that students learn concepts was a program goal for nearly 90% of the faculty, with
little variation across disciplines. Overall, a slightly smaller percentage of instructors feli
that the program goals required strdents to apply concepts as distinct from learning
lhem. Here we observed a few fields where applying concepts was seen as a more
important program goal than learning them (composition, 90.2%; educational psychol-
ogy, 95.7%; and Romance languages, 88.6%). In the remaining fields, application was
viewed as considerably less important. There was relative unanimity ofresponse within
fields, irrespective of college type. The only disciplines where differences occurred by type
of college were biology and fine arts. It is not clear why biology faculty and fine arts faculty
in doctoral universities put less emphasis on both learning and applying concepts.
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TABLE 36

Poroolvad Characteristics of Sponsoring Programs ("True of My Program")

CHARACTERISTIC

GENERAL
EDUCATION

(n.2105)
(54

PRE-
PROCESSIONAL

(n.206)
(S)

ALL
(N.2311)

(14

Teaching a major goal 91.1 97.0 91.6

Research a major gold 19.7 9.4 18.8

Students should learn concepts 87.8 91.6 88.1

Students should apply concepts 82.6 92.1 83.5

Mission is cistinctive 60.0 82.2 62.0

Mission is understood by faculty 71.3 85.8 72.6

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 11-GE and 11-P.

TABLE 37

Faculty Views of Goals In Their Program, by Academic Field

PERCENTAGE OF :'. CULTY MEMBERS REPORTING THAT:

(A) "Teaching is a maior goal in mJ program.'

(B) 'Research Is a major goel in my program.'

ACADEMIC Flal

(A)

"TEACHING'
IS GOAL"

(B)
'RESEARCH

IS GOAL"

English compasition 90.7 14.9
Literature 88.7 24.9
History 90.7 27.3
Sociology 93 5 15.2
Psychology 96.1 18.9
Biology 87 9 21.9
Mathematics 1-4 8 16.4
Fine arts 92.7 18.6
Romance languages 92 9 21.9
Educational psychology 97 9 13.0
Nursing 98 0 6.0
Business 95 5 10.0

All faculty 91 6 18.8

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 11-GE and P.
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Distinctiveness and Clarity of Program Mission

Over 60% of the faculty responding think their program's mission is distinctive, and over
70% believe it is understood by the faculty (Table 38; also Table 36). Significant
differences exist across fields; the lowest percentages of faculty believing the program
mission is distinctive are in psychology (49.7%) and sociology (50.0%), while the highest
percentages are in nursing 198.5%), educational psychology (87.2%), fine arts (73.1%),
and Romance languages (70.4%). The differences among fields regarding distinctiveness
of program mission are not statistically significant.

When discipline is held constant, faculty in most fields differ by college typeson whether
the program mission is distinctive or understood by faculty or both. Except in sociology,
faculty respondents in comprehensive and doctoral universities are more likely than
others to report that a mission is not distinctive and not clearly understood.

Faculty Perceptions of College Goals

Faculty were asked how they perceh ed college goals and mission. The questions were
parallel to those about their program-level perceptions. The summary results are seen
in Table 39. More detail about responses to the missions of teaching and research are
in Table 40.

About 85% of faculty felt that teaching was a major college goal (fewer than perceived
teaching as an important goal for their own program), and this percentage did not differ
significantly across academic fields.

Although we have not shown the distribution by college type in the text tables, faculty
views of whether teaching is a college goal differed significantly by college type for
essentially all disciplines. In every field, a smaller percentage of faculty at doctoral
universities said that teaching was a major college goal. This plausible result was in
contrast to the unanimity across college types for program goals.

Overall, only 19.2% of faculty said that research was a major goal of their college (similar
to the response for their own program). These results indicate that, at least in faculty
perceptions a stronger college emphasis on teaching does not nectssarily reduce the
emphasis on research when the two are considered separately.

Faculty teaching the social sciences were least likely to percetve research as a college goal
(sociology, 13.7%; and psychology, 11.1%) while 20 to 38% or faculty members teaching
Romance languages, literature, history, mathematics, efh.x.ational psychology, and
nursing perceived research as a stronger college mission. F f..,ne fields (particularly
in scientific areas), faculty members perceived the research tarcr,ton as stronger at the
program level; for other fields, faculty appear to believe research is a goal supported more
strongly by the college than by the program.

When disciplines were considered separately, the perception of research as a college goal
differed significantly across college types as expected; that is, faculty in doctoral
universities were most likely to report research as a college goal and faculty at two-year
colleges were least likely te do so.

Seeing that students learn concepts was viewed as a college goal by 75.1396 of faculty
respondents, with little variation across disciplines. A smaller percentage overall (67.9%)
of the faculty in the nine general eduettion fields felt that college goals required students
to "apply concepts," while 74.9% of the pre-professional faculty members saw this as an
important college mission. As was true for program goals, faculty were divided between
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TABLE 38

Planning Introductory feegte Courses

Faculty Views of Distinctiveness and Clarity of Program Minton

PERCENTAGE OF FACULTY MEMBERS REPORTING MAT:

14 program's mIssion

(A) Distinctive.*
(B) Wel understood by faculty,*

(A)
DISTINCTIVE WELL UNDERST000

English composition 60.4 70.7
Literature 63.0 73.7
History 52.7 67.3
Sociology 50.0 70.4
Psychology 49.7 64.9
Biology 54.3 68.0
Mathematics 63.4 75.2
Fine arts 73.1 75.3
Romance languages 70.4 76.2
Educational psychology 87.2 89.3
Nursing 98.5 96.9
Business 67.4 75.5

All fackilty 62.0 72.6

Retersue: Appendixes E and F, Tables 11-GE and 11-P.

TABLE 39

Perceived Charactedstlos of College ("True of My College")

CHARACTERISTIC

GENERAL
EDUCATION

(n.210S)
(%)

PRE-
PROFESSIONAL

(n.206)
(%)

ALL
(iVr2011)

(%)

Teaching a maior goal 84.3 89.2 84.d

Research a major goal 19.4 16.6 19.2

Students should learn concepts 75.1 82.9 75.8

Students should apply concepts 67.9 74,9 68.5

Mission is distinctive 52.5 74.3 54.4

Mission is understood by faculty 54,8 72.9 56.4

Reteronce: Appendixes E und F, Tables 12-GE and 12-P.
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TABLE 40

Faculty Views of Goals In Pink College, by Amnion lo Field

PERCENTAGE OF FACULTY MEMBERS REPORTING THAT:

(A) 'Teaching is a major goal in my cortege.'
(8) 'Research Is a major goal in my college.'

(A)
'TEACHING
IS A GOAL

(B)
*RESEARCH
IS A GOAL"

English composition 84.7 15.3
Literature 77.0 25.0
History 85,9 23.3
Sociology 87.0 13.6
Psychology 89.3 11.1
Blokgy 83.0 18.1
Mathematics 84.2 211 ,
Fine arts 85.2 1V.9
Romance languages 83.4 30.0
Educational psychology 78.8 36.2
Nursing 94.0 38.8
Business 91.2 9.9

All faculty 84.8 19.2

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 12-GE and 12-13.
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fields where applying concepts was seen as more important than learning concepts
(composition, math, Romance languages, educational psychology, and business) and the
remaining fields, where application was viewed as considerably less important.

There is consistency in faculty perceptions of college goals within fields, irrespective of
college type. The only differences within disciplines by type of college occur in
mathematics and fine arts. The reasons for differences in these fields are not clear.

Distinctiveness and Clarity of College Mission

Nearly 55% of the faculty thought their college's mission was distinctive, and about the
same percentage (56%) believe it is understood by the faculty. Both of these percentages
are smaller than for the program mission; in general, program missions are viewed as
more distinctive and better understood. Faculty in the varied academic fields differ on
whether they perceived the college mission as distinctive but not in whether they believe
it is understood. Specifically, history, psychology, sociology, and biology faculty were less
likely than faculty in other fields to view college mission as distinctive (less than 50%).
While over 70% of some groups felt their program mission was distinctive and well
understood (Table 38), only in nursing did a very high percentage of faculty view the
collegemission as both distinctive and well understood. This information is summarized
in Table 41.

When disciplines are examined separately, seemingly random differences occur by
college type on whether the college mission is distinctive or understood by faculty. These
differences are found among faculty members teaching composition, history, biology, fine
arts, and mathematics.

Coordination. Prescription, and Interrelateduess of Courses at the Program Level

We were interested in the extent to which faculty believe that programs coordinate course
planning, prescribe student progyams, and make deliberate attempts to interrelate
courses (Tables 42 and 43 summarize our results).

Overall, 55.7% of faculty respondents felt that their program tightly coordinated its
courses. There was a considerable range in perception, however, from sociology (37.5%)
to mathematics (76.1%) to nursing (97.0%). Holding academic field constant, differences
across the six college types on whether there was tight coordination were reported only
by composition and history instructors.

Overall, 57.2% of the responding faculty felt that students' programs of study were largely
prescribed by their units. The variation ranged from 42.1% in history to 64.3% in
mathematics and 96.9% in nursing. Holding academic field constant, there were no
statistically significant differences across the six college types.

Overall, 60.8% of faculty felt that courses within their program were interrelated. Again,
there was variation across disciplines, ranging from 46.3% in history to 70.3% in
mathematics and 97.0% in nursing. Across the six college types, faculty in history and
biology perceived differing amounts of interrelatedness within programs differently. At
the doctoral universities, faculty reported less interrelatedness than they did at other
types of colleges. We remind the reader that the responses represent facultyperceptions
of the extent of coordination, not the extent that exists on any objective measure. It is
possible that faculty members in certain fields may report low coordination because they
perceive current levels to be inadequate, or they may report high levels of coordination
if they are concerned that they have insufficient autonomy.
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TABLE 41

Faculty Views of Distinctiveness and Clarity of College Mission

PERCENTAGE OF FACULTY AEMBERS REPORTING THAT:

'The college mluionlr

(A) DIsOnctivs"
(B) Well understood by faculty.'

(A)
DISTINCTIVE

(B)
WELL UNDERSTOOD

English composition 54.0 55.3
Literature 57.8 61.2
Hisbry 46.3 51.5
Sociology 45.9 51.1
Psychology 49.7 49.5
Biology 48.4 52.9
Mathematics 55.3 57.5
Fine arts 57.0 54.6
Romance languages 55.7 57.4
Educational psychology 74.5 68.1
Nursing 89.6 87.7
Business 66.7 64.9

All faculty 54.4 56.4

Rataranco: Appendixes E and F, Tables 12GE and 12-P.

TABLE 42

Pormived Coordination at Program Level and College Level

CHARACTERISTIC

GENERAL
EDUCATION

(n.2105)
(%)

PRE-
PROFESSIONAL

(n.208)
(5)

ALL
(N.2311)

(%)

Program Wei

Course tightly coordinated 54,1 71.8 55.7

Student programs largely prescribed 54,8 81.0 57.2

Courses are interrelated 58.3 85.7 60.8

College level

Course tightly coorcinated 33.0 43.6 34.0

Student programs largely prescribed 48.1 58.7 49.0

Courses are interrelated 27.1 47.3 28.9

Programs are interrelated 23.0 34.7 24.1

RsNesnce: Appendixba E and F, Tablos 12GE end 12-P.
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TABLE 43

Faculty Views of Program Coordination, Presoripdon, and Course interrelatedness

PERCENTAGE OF FACULTY MEMBERS REPORTING THAT:

In my program,

(A) °Courses ars dghdy coordinated."
(8) 'Student programs w largely presaibed."
(C) 'Courses we vary much interrelated."

(A)
COORDINATED

(s)
PRESCRIBED

(c)
14TERRELATED

English composition 52.1 58.7 59.6
Literature 49.3 63.2 50.5
History 42.5 42.1 46.3
Sociology 37.5 42.2 55.9
Psychology 38.9 43.4 55.0
Biology 50.2 55.2 55.9
Mathematics 76.1 64.3 70.3
Fine are; 62.8 83.5 59.8
Romance languages 67.6 62.6 69.4
Educational psychology 65.2 89.1 80.8
Nursing 97.0 96.9 97.0
Business 56.6 65.1 80.0

All faculty 55.7 57.2 60.8

Referance: Appendixes E and F. Tables 12GE and 12.P.
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Coordination, Prescription, and Interrelatedneu of Courses at tilt c:ollege Level

Questions about the extent to which the college coordinates courses, prescribes student
programs, and attempts to interrelate courses were parallel to those asked about
programs. A summary view of these comparisons is given in Table 44.

Overall, only 34% of responding faculty felt that their college strongly coordinated
programs (as compared to 55% who viewed the program as exercising strong coordina-
tion). The range of different perceptions about college coordination is narrower than for
Programs, from psychology (23.2%), history (25.0%) and sociology (25.5%) to Romance
languages (46.0%), mathematics (43.0%), and nursing (49.2%). When academic field is
held constant, differences across the six college types occuried only in history.

According to 49% of the faculty, their college prescribes student programs of study less
than their program does (57%). There were no significant differences across the nine
general education fields in faculty perspectives about whether there is college-level
prescription, but among the pre-professional fields, faculty reported greater prescriptive-
ness. Holding academic field constant, composition and biology differed across the six
college types, and greater prescription was perceived by faculty teaching in two-year and
Liberal Arts II colleges. Within most disciplines, program-level prescription was
perceived as strongest in liberal arts colleges: college-level prescription was also
perceived as strong in both Liberal Arts II and two-year colleges.

Overall, only 28.9% of faculty felt that courses within their college are interrelated,
compared with 60.8% who perceived strong interrelatedness within their own programs.
Faculty in nursing and business most often perceived college-wide interrelatedness,
possibly because requirements mandating student coursework outside their programs
are common. Modest but significant variation of perception on this matter occurs,
ranging from biology instructors (21.8%) who perceive little interrelationship to business
instructors (57.2%) who perceive the greatest college-wide interrelatedness. Only faculty
in history and biology perceived the amount of interrelatedness within the college
differently by college type. Faculty in these fields at the doctoral universities report less
interrelation than is reported by faculty at other college types.

Less than 30% of the responding faculty believe programs are interrelated at the college
level, and there is no significant variation among academic fields. When field is held
constant and the six college types compared, history, biology, mathematics, and fine arts
faculty differ. The general tendency is for faculty at the doctoral universities to perceive
less interrelatedness.

Correlations among the items dealing wiih program and college characteristics are
shown in Tables 45 and 46. Research and teaching mission are negatively associated in
faculty perceptions at both program and college levels. Ai both levels, as well, faculty
responses about the teaching mission are positively correlated with most other questions
we posed in this set, while their responses about the research mission are uncorrelated
with the other questions. This result is reasonable since our survey asked questions
about various aspects of teaching, rather than research. The items concerned with
learning and applying concepts are related, but these two are unrelated to items
concerned with coordination, prescription, and interrelatedness.

In factor analysis, only two sets of items emerge, a teaching/ applying concepts dimension
and an autonomy/coordination dimension. Teaching and research missions are not part
of either factor for college goals. (For details of the factor analysis see Appendix G, Tables
8 and 9.)
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TABLE 44

Faculty Views of College Coordination, Prescription, and Course interrelatedness by College

PERCENTAGE OF FACULTY 1.EMBERS REPORTING THAT:

"In my college;

(A) 'Courses are tightly coordinated,'
(B) 'Student programs we largely prescribed. and
(C) "Courses Ns my much kuerrelated,"

(A)

COORDINATED
(8)

PRESCRIBED
(C)

INTERRELATED

English composition 33.8 50.4 28.4
Literature 32.9 49.8 26.6
History 25.0 42.3 23.3
Sociology 25.5 46.3 24.1
Psychology 23.2 41.6 22.5
Biology 30.3 44.6 21.8
Mathematics 43.0 51.8 38.8
Fine arts 33.2 54.8 24.2
Romance !anguages 46.0 47.3 27 3
Educational psychology 34.8 61.7 25.5
Nursing 49.2 57.2 49.3
Business 44.0 58.3 57.2

All %Gutty 34.0 49.0 28.9

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 12.GE and 12.P.

TABLE 45

lnteroorrelatlons of Faculty Perceptions of Program Characteristics'

PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS

PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS
Teaching a
ma* goal Research

Learn
concepts

API*
concepts Coord Presaibe Distinct Understood

Resewch a major goal -19

Students should learn concepts 36 02

Students should apply concepts 34 01 61

Courses tightly coordnated 17 00 27 37

Students programs
largely prescribed 09 00 09 16 40

Mission is distinctive 29 01 34 39 40 33

Mission is understood 36 -03 37 37 39 26 60

Courses are interrelated 23 05 28 33 44 33 43 49

Notes: N - 1948, el . 1948; correlations greater than P , ye significant at p . .05.
Declmil points omitted.
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TABLE 48

Intaroorreladons of Faculty Perceptions of College Characteristics*

COLLEGE CHARACTERISTICS

COLLEGE CHARACTERISTICS

Teachings

major goal Reseerch

learn

concepts

Apr*
concepts Coord Prescribe Distinct Understood Interrelate

Research a major goal -22

Students should loam concepts 39 03

Students should apply concepts 34 04 70

Courses tightly coorcinated 18 -04 34 35

Students programs
largely prescribed 06 -01 13 14 36

Mission is distinctive 30 01 41 42 42 30

Mission is understood 34 -05 42 41 41 23 67

Courses are interrelated 24 -01 37 40 49 28 48 50

Programs are interrelated 21 03 35 38 47 28 48 49 76

Notes: N.1935, . 1933; correlations greater than .04 we significant at p .05.
'Decimal points omitted.



Pianntng Introductonj College Courses

78
SMINralIMI1

Autonomy for Faculty, Students, and Programs

To obtain more information on faculty views of coordination, prescription, and interre-
latedness, we used several statements that expressed possible program philosophies
related to coordination and to the amount of autonomy granted to students, faculty, and
programs. These items were not pilot-tested before being included in the survey, and,
in retrospect, we would have worded them differently. Most of the statements offered a
premise and a conclusion (Figure 11). It is possible that faculty agreed with the premise
but rejected the statement because they disagreed with the conclusion, or the reverse.
Summary results are shown in Tables 47 and 48. (Details are in Appendixes E and F,
Table 13.)

In all, 25.6% of the responding faculty thought that students in their program were
allowed wide freedom to choose courses because faculty believe this promotes most
effective learning. Only 7.5% of the nursing faculty and 17.9% of the mathematics faculty
agreed that this was true in their programs, but 41.0% of the psychology faculty members
endorsed this statement. In general, less student freedom was reported in the
preprofessional fields. Faculty views appear to be characteristic of fielcis rather than
institutions since, when disciplines were considered separately, there were no significant
differences by type of college.

Only 35.1% of the faculty members felt that program attempts to ensure that certain
types of concepts are covered reduced faruiy autonomy in course planning. Instructors
in mathematics (66.1%), nursing (59.1%), Romance languages (40.0%), and composition
(39.4%) were the most likely to indicate lack of autonomy. For mathematics, Romance
languages, and composition, differenc:s also occurred across types of institutions.
Faculty members in two-year colleges and doctoral universities felt the least autono-
mous. The question was not phrased to reveal whether faculty who sacrifice autonomy
for content coverage consider that trade-off a gain or a loss.

Another statement was included to explore potential loss of autonomy for both faculty
and students due to the hierarchical nature of content in a field. In all, 58.4% of general
education faculty and 79.0% of preprofessional faculty believed the nature of the field
limits autonomy. The hierarchical view of course content as consisting of an essential
sequence of "building blocks" was strongly endorsed by faculty in certain fields: nursing,
95.546: mathematics, 92.4%; Romance languages, 85.4%; and composition, 69.4%.
Faculty in some other fields felt quite the opposite: for example, history (23.2%) and
sociology (29.3%). These discipline-related views were consistent across types of
colleges, except that, among composition teachers, those in Liberal Arts I colleges were
least likely to feel that hierarchy restricted the way courses were structured.

Faculty were asked whether, in their program, they stressed interrelatedness by advising
students to take courses in other programs. As a group, the introductory course
instructors for general ed ication fields were divided into thirds, with one-third indicating
this behavior was "much like my program," one-third "not at all like my program," and
the rest falling in between. In the three preprofessional fields, a greater percentage of
faculty said they advised students to take courses outsirle the program. Although
differences across disciplines were statistically significant, they were not large. Faculty
in the preprofessional fields (55.1%), mathematics (40.5%), and biology (45.8%) most
often indicated they steered students toward other programs; composition (29.1%) and
literature (29.8%) faculty least often indicated such an activity. Differences occurred. by
type of college for composition, literature, and biology.

In general, faculty teaching introductory courses believe that most decisions concerning
the content and sequence of introductory courses are made within their program. Only
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TABLE 47

Pero' teed Autonomy of Sponsoring Program, Faculty, and Students ("Much Like My Program")

CHARACTERISTIC

GENERAL
EDUCATION

(n.2108)

PRE-
PROFESSIONAL

(n.206)
(%)

ALL
(N.2311)

(%)

Students have wide choice of courses 26.1 19.9 25.6

Faculty have little autonomy in choosing
course content 34.9 36.2 3b.1

Content of course limited by hierarchical
nature of field 58.4 79.0 60.2

In advising, faculty stress interrelatedness
of fields and courses 34.8 55.1 36.5

Many curricular decisions are made at level
broader than program 24.6 20.6 24.2

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 13-GE and 13-P.

TABLE 48

Faculty Vlews of Course Planning Autonomy

PERCENTAGE OF FACULTY MEMBERS REPORTING THAT:

"In my program":

(A) *We make coordinated decisions about course content as a group, therefore I have little autonomy in selecting content."
(B) "Many decisions about course content, sequence, and requirements are made at a level above the program.'
(C) "The course content is quite hierarchical."

(A)
COORDINATED PRESCRIBED

(C)
HIERARCHICAL

English composition 39.4 25.4 69.4
Literature 25.5 25.0 50.5
History 22.0 30.8 23.2
Sociology 20.6 25.0 29.3
Psychology 26.5 22.6 47.8
Biology 32.4 21.1 52.8
Mathematics 66.1 23.8 92.4
Fine arts 21.2 23.7 50.5
Romance languages 40.0 20.7 85.3
Educational psychology 16.7 22.9 81.3
Nursing 59.1 17.9 95.5
Business 30 0 21.9 65.6

All faculty 35 1 24.2 60.2

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 13-GE and 13-P.
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24.6% of the general education faculty and 20.6% of the preprofessional faculty reported
such decisions were made externally, while over 50% of both groups said this was not at
all true. Notably, faculty teaching in educational psychology and psychology in the least
selective types of colleges viewed decision-making as more centralized.

Influance of Program and College Goals on Course Planning

We have described in considerable detail several aspects of faculty perceptions of their
program's and college's role in curricular planning. But are the program and college goals
and coordinating mechanisms actually influential as the instructors plan their individ-
ual courses? In a later report, we will present an analysis linking various program
characteristics and perceived dimensions of autonomy with the decisions faculty indicate
they make. In this report, we summarize the extent to which faculty believe these factors
influence them (Table 49). To collect these perceptions, faculty members were asked to
indicate which of several sets of goals and related pressures influenced their course
planning (Figure 12). Program and college goals were included among the potential
influences.

Among general education faculty members, program goals (65.2%) and the need for the
program to contribute to the general college mission (65.4%) were about equally
influential. Romance language, composition, and mathematics instructors tended to
rate these influences as strongest, in keeping with the service role they often play for the
college as a whole; psychology and sociology instructors saw them as least influential.
And, as would be expected, in the preprofessional courses, intended mostly for majors,
program goals were considerably more influential. Eighty-three percent of preprofes-
sional faculty cited strong influence from program goals, while attributing less influence
to the pi ogram's contribution to the college (63.0%). Preparing students for the
requirements of later courses also was a strong influence for faculty generally (59.3%).
Mathematics instructors (87.3%), Romance language instructors (73.7%), and instruc-
tors in nursing (81.8%) and business (72.6%) viewed such preparationas a very strong
influence. Probably because their introductory course would be a one-time experience
for many students, fine arts instructors viewed preparation for future courses as
minirnally influential (29.6%).

In contrast to program goals, only 36.5% of all faculty said that the goals of the college
were influential as they planned courses. While there was no significant difference across
general education fields on the influence of college goals, preprofessional faculty rated
them as slightly more influential (48.8%). When academic field was held constant, faculty
teaching in different types of colleges viewed the influence of collage and program mission
differently. Such differences occurred in more than one field but no pattern related to
college type for these differences was immediately apparent.

Because of the current emphasis on core courses and interdisciplinary teaching, we
asked about the influence of attempting to interrelate content among programs. Less
than 40% of the faculty said that this was an important influence. Business (55.0%).
mathematics (46.5%), and nursing (46.9%) instructors were most likely to cite content
interrelatedness as a strong influence.

The influences faculty feel from program and college missions, prescriptiveness, and
attempts to interrelate content are closely associated. The moderately strong and
consistent correlations among them are shown in Table 50. Factor analysis of these
influence items revealed that they all belonged to a single influence factor (Appendix G.
Table 10). This implies that a faculty member influenced by one of these missions is likely
to be influenced by others as well. Perhaps some faculty members take a broad adaptive
view of the environment as they plan their courses while others do not.
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TABLE 49

Influence of College and Program Goals on Course Planning (influential")

INFLUENCE

GENERAL
EDUCATION

(174105)
(916)

PRE-
PROFESSIONAL

(n.206)
ALL

(N.2311)
(%)

College goals 35.3 48.8 36.5

Program goals 65.2 83.0 66.7

Program contribution to college 65.4 63.0 65.2

Program prescription 44.8 56.6 45.9

Content interrelatedness 37.4 48.3 38.3

Student requirements later 57.8 74.2 59.3

Reference: Appendixes E and r, Tables 14-GE and I4-P.

TABLE 50

IntercorrelatIon of Influence of College and Program Goals*

INFLUENCES

INFLUENCES

Distinctive goals
of my collega

Program
goals

Responsibility
to college Prescribed

Later
requirements

Distinctive goals of my college 56

Specific goals of my program 53 56

General responsibility of program to college 35 47 38

Extent to Which program presaibes what I teach 34 33 39 42

Requirements of courses students will take later 26 37 31 41 44

Notes: N 1993, cif . 1981; correlations greater than .04 are significant at p u .06.
'Decimal points omitted.
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Student Characteristics

Powell and Shanker's interviews with faculty in higher education (1982) indicated that
student characteristics and student reactions to a class influence how teachers plan their
course.

In the Reflections study, in response to open-ended questions about their course,
instructors frequently mentioned student characteristics such as gender, social class,
ethnicity, preparation, and effort. Except for matters we have classified as "content,"
student characteristics appeared to be the strongest influence on course planning.

In the Course Planning Exploration (CPE), questions about the influence of student
characteristics were maintained. Based on the Reflections interviews, we included two
survey questions that asked faculty members to characterize student preparation and
effort by choosing from four options (Figure 13). We also asked faculty to indicate how
strongly they were influenced by student characteristics when planning their introduc-
tory course. This question involved rating the potential influence of nine items about
student preparation and ability (Figure 14).

When asked about the preparation and effort of students in their classes, very few
instructors (5.4%) characterized students in their introductory courses as extremely or
very well prepared: 13.9% indicated they were "not at all prepared" and the majority
(75.6%) said they were "somewhat prepared" (Table 51). The wide variation in these
responses by academic fields is summarized in Table 52. Surprisingly, in comparison
with their colleagues in other fields, few composition (3.2%), mathematics (6.3%) or
literature (6.7%) instructors felt students were "not at all prepared." Rather, it appears
that instructors in fields nu t students may not have studied extensively before college
were more likely to judge students as unprepared: fine arts (53.4%), Romance languages
(34.9%), sociology (33.3%), and business (29.7%).

When disciplines were considered separately, instructors at different types of colleges
held quite different views of their students' preparedness. Depending on the discipline,
the teachers at both the least selective and the most selective colleges most often reported
their students as not well prepared. For example, among faculty teaching fine arts, those
at community colleges (55.6%) were most likely to view their students as unprepared: in
sociology and psychology, instructors at liberal arts colleges (over 35%) most frequently
saw their students as unprepared. It is not clear whether these differences are based on
actual student proficiencies or on the expectations faculty have developed for their
students.

Most faculty members (66.7%) said students exhibit modest effort in the introductory
courses. At the extremes, 21.8% said students exert a great deal of effort and 11.5% said
very little or relatively little effort. Biology professors were most likely to say students
exerted little effort. The summary percentages for reports of student effort by academic
field are illustrated in Table 53. (For more detail see Appendix E, Table 15.)

In addition to reporting these perceptions about students in their classes, faculty
respondents were asked to rate several student characteristics to indicate how influential
they were in introductory course planning (Table 54).

Two student characteristics were rated as influential by more than 60% of the total group
of faculty: ability (66.0%) and preparation (62.9%). More than 50% of responding
instructors gave high ratings to the influence of anticipated student effort (52.3%),
student interests (52.5%), student educational goals (53.0%), and the successes and
failures of previous students (58.5%). Mathematics and composition teachers (more than



Manning Inboductory College Courses

83

In their background orepsration, students *fie ervoll in this course are most typically: (1:23)

(Check one)

not at all prepared
somewhat prepared
very well prepared
extremely well prepared

in their coursework, students who enroll in this course generally: (Check one) (1:24)

O exhibit very little effort
o exhibit relatively little effort
o exhibit modes; effort
13 exhibit a great deal of effort

Figure 13. Perceived student characteristics (CPE-I survey, questions 8-9, pages 1-2).

IN PLANNING MY INTRODUCTORY COURSE THE FOLLOWING CONSIDERATIONS
INFLUENCE ME:

Not at
all

Very
strongly

The preparation of students in my clan 1 2 3 4 5 (2:41)

The degree of effort students typically exhibit 1 2 3 4 5 (2:42)

The ability of students in my class 1 2 3 4 5 (2:43)

The ntcrcsts of students in my class 1 2 3 4 5 (2:44)

The time pressures on students in my class 1 2 3 4 5 (2:43)

The life goals of students in my class 1 2 3 4 5 (2:46)

The career goals of students in my class 1 2 3 4 5 (2:47)

The educational goals of students in my class 1 2 3 4 5 (2:41)

The successes and failures of students 1 have taught
previously

1 2 3 4 5 (2:46)

Figure 14. Influence of student characteristics (CPE-I survey, question 17, page 11).
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TABLE 51

Characteristics of Students In Introductory Course

GENERAL PRE-
EDUCATION PROFESS'ONAL ALL

(n.2105) (n.4206) (M.2311)
CHARACTERISTIC (%) (%) (%)

Student preparedon for course
Not at al prepaied 18.8 21.4 18.9
Somewhat prepared 76.7 69.9 75.6
Very weN prepared or extremely well prepared 5.1 8.8 5.4

Student effort In course
Very little effort 1.2 0.5 1.1
Relatively little effort 10.5 9.8 10.4
Modest effort 67,6 57.6 66.7
A great deal of effort 20.7 32.2 21.8

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 15-GE and 15-P.

TABLE 52

Faculty Views of Student Preparedness, by Academic Plaid

PERCENTAGE OF FACULTY MEMBERS REPORTING THAT:

"SUlents enrolling in my introductory course are not at all prepared'.

English composition 3.2
Literature 6.7
Hiskny 19.1
Sociology 33.3
Psychology 27.4
Biology 15.4
Mathematics 6.3
Fine arts 53.4
Romance languages 34.9
Educational psychology 10.8
Nursing 12.3
Business 29.7

All faculty le 9

Rote/prance: Appendixes E and F, Tables 15-GE and 15-P.
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TABLE 53

Faculty Views of Student Effort, by Academic Field

PERCENTAGE OF FACULTY MEMBERS REPORTING THAT:

"Students enrolNng In my introductory course exhibit very littie or relatively little effort'.

English composition 6.8
Literature 6.3
History 13.0
Sociology 15, 1
Psychology 11.1
Biology 21.5
Mathematics 13,0
Fine arts 13.4
Romance languages 8.8
Educational psychology 4,2
Nursing 3.0
Business 18.9

All faculty 11.5

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 15-GE and 15-P.

TABLE 54

Influence of Student Characteristics on Course Planning ("Very Influential")

CHARACTERISTIC

GENERAL
EDUCATION

(n.2105)
(%)

PRE-
PROFESSIONAL

(n-206)
(%)

ALL
(N.2311)

(%)

Student preparabon 63.2 59.5 62.9

Student effort 52.5 50.2 52.3

Student ability 66.5 60.6 66.0

Student interests 57.9 59.0 52.5

Time pressure on students 35.0 44.6 35.9

Life goals of students 34.6 53.9 36.3

Career goals of students 34.5 77.5 38.3

Educational goals of students 51.0 73.1 53.0

Success of previous students 58.6 56.4 58.5

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 16-GE and 16-P.
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70%) were most influenced by student ability while fine arts, history. and educational
psychology teachers were least influenced (less than 58%). Sociology, psychology, and
educational psychology instructors (less than 50%) were least influenced by student's
previous preparation. History teachers reported being considerably less influenced by
student interests (39%) than did teachers in other fields.

In the general education fields, faculty reported that they are not too strongly influenced
in planning their COUrSCS by students' life goals (34.6%), career goals (34.5%), or time
pressures (35.0%). The strongest influence from career goals among the general
education instructors was for mathematics teachers (46%). In contrast, over 80% of the
educational psychology, and nursing instructors were influenced by students' c areer
goals. According to their own reports, only 18.3% of literature teachers are influenced
by students career goals.

Within several general education fields, faculty teaching in different types of colleges
indicated that different types ig student goals influenced them in course planning.
Students' life goals, career goals, and educational goals were least influential for faculty
in the more selective colleges (Liberal Arts I colleges and doctoral universities), and most
influential for faculty in community colleges, comprehensive colleges, and Liberal Arts
II colleges.

As shown in Table 55, faculty reported two sets of associated student influences on
course planning: one set revolves around students' characteristics (e.g., ability,
preparation and effort), and the other (of lesser importance to faculty) around students'
life, career, and educational goals. Factor analysis confirms these two distinct sets, each
of which accounts for about the same amount of variation in faculty views of influences
on their course planning. As will be shown shortly, student characteristics are slightly
more important to faculty generally than student goals. (See Appendix G, Table 11 for
the details of the factor analysis.)

External Influences and Institutional Resources

Many agencies and agents can influence the way instructors plan. One category of
influences includes agencies external to the college, such as accreditors, employers.
professional associations, and other colleges. A second category includes textbooks,
facilities, and practical matters such as schedule and class size.

In the Reflections study, faculty rarely mentioned external agencies when answering
open-ended questions about influences. Only occasionally, as in nursing. were accred-
iting agencies mentioned. In community colleges, transfer requirements or state-level
articulation agreements were sometimes discussed. Textbooks, used as organizers for
courses, were the most prominently mentioned of the second category of influences. In
contrast, faculty tended to downplay the possibility that they considered other pragmatic
factors, such as class size, schedule, and facilities, in planning their courses.

To be sure that external influences had not merely been overlooked by inte. viewees, and
to get a better estimate of their importance, we developed from the interviews and our own
experience an extensive list of external influence possibilities (Course Planning Explora-
tion). We used five-point, Likert-type scales, asking faculty members to estimate the
strength of each influence and left room for faculty respondents to add other items (Figure
15).
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TABLE 55

Intercom lotion of Influnces Due to Student Chafecterlettos*

STUDENT
CHARACTERISTICS

STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

Preparation of
students Effort Ability Interests Time

UN
goals

Career
goals

Educational
goals

Effon students exhibit 54

Ability of students E6 61

Interests of students 33 46 46

Time pressures on students 37 46 43 46

Life goals of students at 25 24 41 44

Career goals of students M 3 X 33 39 69

Educational goals of students 26 25 77 33 33 M 66

Success and failures of
students previously taught 31 30 77 33 33 27 30

Note: N .2067, df a 2066; correlations greater than .04 are significant at p .05.
'Decimal points omitted.

IN PLANNING MY INTRODUCTORY COURSE THE FOLLOWING CONSIDERATIONS
INFLUENCE ME:

Not at
al I

Very
strongly

Accreditation standards 1 2 3 4 5 (2:56)

Expectations of employers 1 2 3 4 5 (2:57)

Recommendations of professional associations 1 2 3 4 5 (2:58)

External examinations (state boards, licensing, etc.) 1 2 3 4 5 (2:59)

College-wide achievement tests 1 2 3 4 5 (2:60)

SIMifiC tests for entry to next educational level 1 2 3 4 5 (2:61)

( e.g., MCAT, GRE, etc.)

Requirements of other colleges in which students
may subsequently enroll

1 2 3 4 5 (2:62)

Figure 15. External influences (CPE-I survey, question 17, page 12).
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Influences External to the College

Faculty teaching general education courses reported relatively weak influences from
external forces as they planned their courses. This was substantially different for faculty
teaching introductory courses in preprofessional fields, who reported considerable
influence from several of the same sources. These responses are summarized in Table
56.

For discussion, we roughly grouped the influences on instructors planning general
education courses according to three levels of influence: modest, weak, and very weak.
The strongest external influence on all fields was requirements for transfer to other
colleges. This influence was important to 39.7% of both general education and
preprofessional faculty. It was strongest for composition (44.0%), language (44.8%),
business (46.0%), and mathematics (53.3%) instructors. The influence of employers was
also a modest influence, but only for faculty teaching in the three preprofessional fields.

A second and weaker set of influences included professional or disciplinary associations
(30.9%), and accreditor's standards (32.0%). Wm the expectations of employers, these
items distinguished instructors in the preprofessional fields (over 55% of whom thought
these influences were important) from those teaching in general education fields (less
than 30% of whom considered these influences important). General education faculty
in mathematics and Romance languages tended to rate these influences as stronger than
other general education instructors; history and literature professors saw them as
weaker influences.

The "yew weak" group of potential influences included various types of examinations.
Less than 20% of the general education faculty members reported influence from entry
tests for the next level of education, college-wide achievement tests, or external
examinations of other types. Biology (17.9%), mathematics (17.3%), and Romance
language (18.6%) faculty reported the strongest influence due to external tests while
literature (8.1%) and fine arts (6.9%) faculty rated this influence as almost non-existent.
Not surprisingly, faculty in the three preprofessional fields, especially nursing (85.1%),
reported considerably greater influence due to external examinations.

Of all the sets of influences included in the survey, the greatest variation by college type
even when academic field was controlled was found for external influences. For most
of the introductory courses surveyed, instructors in community colleges and Liberal Arts
II colleges reported the strongest influences of transfer requirements, accreditation,
employers, professional associations, and external examinations; faculty in Liberal Arts
I and doctoral universities attributed little influence to these sources. In several fields
(literature, history, psychology, and composition), faculty in the least selective colleges
(Liberal Arts II and community colleges) also were more likely to indicate being influenced
by college-wide achievement tests and entry tests for the next educational levels. The
total effect of these reported influences was small, however. We found no indication of
a reported nationwide trend toward assessment testing, at least as it influences course
planning. If such a trend exists, it may affect the least selective colleges most.

A faculty member influenced by one of these external influences is likely to report being
influenced by several others as well (see the correlations in Table 57). The factor analysis
shows a single factor for this set of items (for details see Appendix G, Table 12).

Influence of Staff Assistance, Facilities, and Other Practical Factors

We asked instructors to rate the influence on their course planning of various types of
teaching supplies, facilities, and opportunities, as well as several pragmatic factors
beyond their control, such as schedule, class size, and promotion pressures (Figure 16).

11W
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TABLE 58

ExIssnal Influences on Course Planning ("influentlar)

GENERAL PRE-
EDUCA) ION PROFESSIONAL ALL

(n.2105) (n.208) (N4311)
INFLUENCE (5) (5) (5)

Accrediting 28.7 64,9 32.0

Employers 27.2 69.3 40.0

Professional association 28.3 56.6 30.9

External examinations t 4.0 53.6 17.6

College wide achievement tests 16.7 26.3 17.6

Entry level testsnext level 19.4 28.4 20.1

Other colleges' requirements 39.6 39.7 39.7

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 17-GE and 17-P.

TABLE 57

Intercorrelallon of External Influences*

EXTERNAL INFLUENCE

EXTERNAL INFLUENCE

Accreditation
standards Employers Associations Exams

College
tests

Entry
tests

Employer expectations 64

Professional associations 62 57

External examinations 61 57 58

College-wide tests 53 48 48 70

Entry testsnext level 52 45 48 67 71

Transfer requirements 58 47 48 50 50 52

Notee:N .2057, # 2055; correlations greater than .04 are significant at p .05.
'Decimal points omitted.
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Not at
al I

Very
strongly

Availability of appropriate textbooks 1 2 3 4 5 (2:63)

Availability of facilities (labs, computers etc.) 1 2 3 4 5 (2:64)

Availability of opportunities (clinics, field trip., etc.) 1 2 3 4 5 (2:65)

Availability of teaching or laboratory assistants 1 2 3 4 5 (2:66)

Availability of i:t.., 0. ial assistance 1 2 3 4 5 (2:67)

A vailability of su; t 1 2 3 4 5 (2:611)

Other

IN PLANNING MY INTRODUCTORY COURSE THE FOLLOWING CONSIDERATIONS
INFLUENCE ME:

Not at
al I

Very
strongly

Clan size 1 2 3 4 5 (2:69)

Class schedule (term, week, day, hour) 1 2 3 4 5 (2:70)

My assigned workload 1 2 3 4 5 (2:71)

Promotion or tenure pressures on me 1 2 3 4 5 (2;72)

A required mode of instruction 1 2 3 4 5 (2:73)

Other

Figure 16. Pragmatic influences (CPE-I survey, question 17, pages 12-13).
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As Tables 58 and 59 show, in contrast with most other items in this category, availability
of appropriate textbooks was a strong influence for more than 50% of the instructors.
Textbooks were most influential for nursing (76.1%) and Romance language (74.6%)
instructors, as were facilities (73.1% and 67.5%, respectively). Available facilities were
also quite important to biology instructors (62.1%) and somewhat important (35.3%) to
faculty members overall. Opportunities were rated as very important by nursing faculty
(73.1%), who may have been thinking of clinical placements for students. Textbooks were
least important to composition (44.2%) and educational psychology instructors (44.7%).
Most other practical matters also were reported to be weak influences by faculty:
opportunities (24.2%), supplies (21.9%), secretarial help (11.8%), and teaching assis-
tants (12.3%). Biology and nursing instructors rated supplies and availability of teaching
assistants as more influential than did other teachers. Faculty in at least four fields at
Liberal Arts II and community colleges viewed facilities as more influential in course
planning than did faculty teaching these same disciplines in other college types.

There were few differences among faculty in the several academic fields regarding other
pragmatic influences; most were not seen as strong. The strongest influence in this
category, class size, was considered important by over 50% of the faculty. Other
constraints included assigned workload and class schedule, each rated influential by
less than 40% of the respondents. Less than 20% of the faculty said that a required mode
of teaching influenced their course planning. The exceptions were nursing instructors
who stood out from others: 36.4% of them indicated influence from a required mode of
teaching, and 58.2% of them considered assigned workload very influential.

Probably the most striking finding in this section of the Course Planning Exploration was
the reported lack of influence of promotion and tenure pressures by faculty in all fields.
When academic fields were examined separately, there was no variation among faculty
teaching in different college types regarding any of these pragmatic influences.

The correlations among pragmatic influences and availableopportunities/facilities/staff
assistance are given in Table 60. Based on the correlational patterns, there appear to be
two distinct groups of associated pragmatic influences, approximately matching our a
priori item sets. One set can be viewed as facilitators and opportunities, including texts,
facilities, assistance, and supplies; the second as a set of potential constraints such as
class size, and workload. We factor analyzed the two sets of items together and confirmed
the two sets of influence, each accounting for similar amounts ofvariation in the faculty
response. As will be shown shortly, neither are particularly important influences for most
faculty (Appendix G, Table 13).

Available Advice and Services

In addition to external influences and pragmatic issues, many offices and individuals on
a college campus potentially could influence course planning because of special
information or expertise they possess. Some of these offices are of current interest to
edurators. For example, on some campuses, computer centers may now provide special
assistance to faculty members who want to use computers in their teaching. Similarly,
because of recent emphasis on improving college teaching, many colleges are attempting
to establish instructional development centers or sponsor teaching workshops for
faculty. We wanted to know if these services are influential and helpful to faculty
planning courses in colleges where they exist.

In the Reflections interviews, the answer to our open-ended question, "Who would you
talk to on campus if you wanted help in planningyour course?," was most often, "No one
in particular."

In the Course Planning Exploration (CPE), we asked two questions about available
sources and services. The first probed how various sources and services existing on the

12
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TABLE 5$

Influence of Opportunities and Facilities on Course Planning ("Very influential")

GENERAL
EDUCATION

(114105)

PRE-
PROFESSIONAL

(n.2)8)
ALL

(A62319
INFLUENCE (%) (S1 (5)

Available text books 531 60.0 54.2
Available facilities 34.1 45.6 35.3
Available opportunities 21.8 48.1 24.2
Available teaching assistants 12.0 16.6 12.3
vailable seaetarial assistance 11.1 18.9 11.8
vallable supplies 21.1 30.1 21.9

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 18-GE and 18-P.

TABLE 59

Influence of Pragmatic Contralnts ("Influential")

GENERAL PRE-
EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL ALL

(11.2105) (n.206) (N.2311)
CONSTRAINT (5) (5) (5)

Class size 53.3 54.4 53.4
Class schedule 37.0 41.2 37.4
Assigned workload 37.2 43.2 37.8
Promotion or tenure pressure 8.7 10.7 8.8
Required instructional mode 11,0 19.5 11.7

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 19-GE and 19-P.

TABLE 60

Interoorrelation of influences Due to Opportunities, FacilIties, Assistance, and Constraints*

INFLUENCE

INFLUENCE

Appropriate
texthooks Facilities Oppor Assist Sec Supplies Size Schedule Workload Prom

Facilities (labs, etc.) 46
Oppor1unities (dinics, etc.) 76 65
Teaching or laboratory assistants 22 46 44
Secretarial assistance 22 36 37 58
Supplies 33 52 49 47 59
Class size 19 14 14 19 25 22
lass schedule 26 22 23 24 26 25 47
Assigned workload 21 21 20 25 30 27 51 59
Promotion or tenure pressures 13 18 19 25 22 21 20 24 39
Required mode of instruction 19 24 22 29 21 22 13 27 27 38

Notes: N 2047, du 2045; correlations greater than .04 are significant at p..05.
'Decimal points omitted.
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campus might influence course planning (Figure 17). The second question asked more
specifically about how helpful various sources were fr -. course planning and teachinZ
(Figure 18). If respondents said the potential source of help was "not applicable" on their
campuses, the source was considered "not influential"; a separate record was kept of the
percentage of faculty who indicated services did not exist.

Overall, fewer than 50% of the total group of responding faculty members rated any of
the sources and services mentioned in the CPE as influential in course planning. A
summary of the influence attributed to each source is shown in Table 61. For some
services, such as instructional development centers, as few as 60% of the faculty
respondents reported the service as existing on their campus. Of course, the percentage
who reported influence based only on those who had the service available is higher than
the percentage based on the total number of respondents.

In general, preprofessional faculty, especially in nursing, reported every source or service
as more influential in their planning than did the general education faculty. As in most
aspects of course planning, different responses characterized different disciplines. Some
of these differences were expected, based on common knowledge about the teaching
fields. For example, mathematics instructors were least likely to find the library services
influential (8.9%, compared with the group total of 39.0%), whereas fine arts instructors
were more likely to use the audio-visual services (65.4% as compared with the group total
of 36.2%).

Of the entire group of faculty responding, 46.1% said they found books on their discipline
influential, but only 33.1% cited articles and books on learning, teaching, or instruction
as helpful. Sociology (54.5%), educational psycholoa (68.8%), and nursing (77.9%)
instructors were most likely to use discipline sources; educational psychology (66.7%)
and nursing (64.7%) instructors were the most likely to use sources on teaching and
learning. Composition (39.5%) and mathematics (38.5%) teachers also were likely to
consult a program chair or a colleague (42.4% and 42.4%, respectively), possibly a
situation stemming from the greater numbers of part-time or non-regular faculty in this
group. High percentages of nursing faculty members also reported consulting colleagues
or program chairs, a situation known to be related to the group planning of nursing
curricula.

Four possible sources were either of very low influence or "not available" on many
campuses; thus, it was not passible to distinguish disciplinary differences. These
sources included consultation with: a mentor (14.0% influential; 31% not applicable);
advising office (7.4% influential; 23% not applicable); student services office (4.6%
influential; 17% not applicable ); or instructional development office (4.7% influential;
i0% not applicable). There was no variation by college type when disciplines were
considered separately.

In the second (and partially overlapping) survey question on this topic, facultywere asked
to indicate on a five-point scale whether they would get useful help about their course
planning and teaching from each of several potential sources. The summary results are
in Tables 62 and 63.

Based on overall helpfulness perceived by faculty, these sources of teaching assistance
can be grouped in three sets, as shown in Table 62. Department colleagues stood far
abovc all others as the most helpful source. Other sources were considered to be helpful
to a modest or low extent.
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IN PLANNING MY INTRODUCTORY COURSE THE FOLLOWING SOURCES ORSERVICES INFLUENCE ME: (Please do not respondexist at your college.) if a specific service does not

Not at Very
a I I strongly

Advising office
1 2 3 4 5 (2:74)

Instructional development office
1 2 3 4 5 (i.7s)

Student services office
1 2 3 4 5 (2:76)

Library services
1 2 3 4 5 (2:77)

Audio-visual services
1 2 3 4 5 (2:71)

Program chairperson
1 2 3 4 5 (2:79)

Colleague
1 2 3 4 5 (2:60)

Mentor
1 2 3 4 5 (3:3)

Articles or books by teaching and learning experts 1 2 3 4 5 (3:6)

Articles or bnoks by discipline experts
1 2 3 4 5 (3:7)11

Figure 17. Influence of assistance (CPE-I survey, question 17, page 13).
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18. Suppose you wanted to get advice about issues concerning your cours piannky and teaching.
From which source would you expect to get the most usehri help? (Circle one response for
each suggested source of assistance.)

(NA = Not Available to me here)

Source of Assistance
Not
helpful

Department or division chairperson 1 2

Dean 1 2

Department colleague 1 2

Non-deputment colleague at this college 1 2

Colleague at another institution 1 2

Instructional development center 1 2

Audio-viseal service center 1 2

Computer center 1 2

Student assistance (tutoring) center 1 2

Test scoring smice I 2

My own family members 1 2

Disciplinary or professional aisociation 1 2

Books or articles on instructional design 1 2

Course evaluations from students 1 2

Services proviced by a group of
institutions (t;onsortium)

1 2

Extremely
helpful NA

3 4 5 NA (3:10

3 4 5 NA (3:19)

3 4 5 NA (3:20)

3 4 5 NA (3:21)

3 4 5 NA (3:22)

3 4 5 NA (3:23)

3 4 5 NA (3:24)

3 4 5 NA (3:25)

3 4 5 NA (3:26)

3 4 5 NA (3:27)

3 4 5 NA (3:21)

3 4 5 NA (3:29)

3 4 5 NA (3:30)

3 4 5 NA (3:31)

3 4 5 NA (3:32)

Figure 18. Sources of assistance (CPE-I survey, question 18, page 15).
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TABLE 81

Influence of Available Advice and SOV/ICes on Course Rennin "Influential")

( scuRCE

GENERAL
EDUCATION

(n.2105)
(S)

PRE-
PROFESSDNAL

(n.206)
(5)

ALL
(A62311)

(54

Those with service. Total" Those with service Total" Those with seOliCS. Total"

\- Advising office 8.9 (N.1632) 6.9 16.0 (N=162) 12.6 9.6 (N=1794) 7.4

Instructkoal development office 7.3 (N=832) 4.4 11.2 (A672) 7.3 7.7 (N4407) 4.7
Student services office 5.3 (A61741) 4.4 8.0 (N.176) 6.8 5.6 (/1917) 4.6
Library se,..ices 39.8 (*-2018) 38.1 49.5 (N=202) 48.8 40.6 (A62220) 39.0
Audio visual services 36.8 (N4999) 34.9 50.5 (11-202) 49.8 38.0 (N=2201) 36.2
Program chairperson 29.7 (A61929) 27.2 40.7 (N.194) 38.5 30.4 (N=2122) 28.2
Colleagues 35.1 (N.1988) 33.2 42.8 (18196) 41.0 35.8 (N=2184) 33.9
Mentor 19.6 (A61452) 13.5 25.7 (N=148) 18.5 20.2 (N=1600) 14.0
Articles/books on teaching and learning 32.8 (A61981) 30.9 57.1 (N=198) 55.1 35.0 (N=2179) 33.1
Artidesibooks on discipline 47.8 (N.1964) 44.6 65.5 (N.194) 62.0 49.4 (N=2158) 46.1

Holes: 'Percentage based on only those responses where seMos was "applicable'.
"Percentage based on total; not applicable considered to be "not influential".
Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 20-GE and 20-P.

It
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TABLE 02

Useful Sources of Teaching AssIstanceSummary

All

SOURCE (%)

Extremely helpful:
Depanment colleague 71.4

Moderately helpful:
Department chair 48.3
Course evaluations from students 48.0
Colleague in same department at another institution 40.4
Books or articles on instructional design 37.9

Not helpful:
Local colleague in another department 23.6
Disciplinary association 27.1
Dean 20.0
Audo visual center 20.3
Tutoring center 15.5
Family members 16.0
Computer center 11.7
Consortium services 8.7
Test scoring service 6.2
Instructional development center 6.1

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 21GE and 21P.
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TABLE 63

Useful Sources of Teaching Assistance ("Helpful")

SOURCE

GENERAL
EDUCATION

(a-2105)
(14)

PRE-
PROFESSIONAL

(.206)
(%)

ALL
(N-2311)

00

Those with setlfiCe
..

Total Those with service' Total" Those with service' Total"

Devartment or division chair 50.6 (Nr1964) 47.2 55.8 (N=188) 51.2 51.1 (N.2152) 47.5

Deen 20.4 (1161987) 19.2 27.3 (N=194) 25.9 21.0 (Na2181) 19.8

Department colleague 73.1 (A62028) 70.5 74.3 (P.L1913) 71.7 73.3 (4.2226) 77.5

Non-department colleague at this college 24.6 (Nr1983) 23.2 24.1 (N=195) 22.9 24.6 (N=2178) 23.2

Colleague at another institution 43.0 (A61958) 40.0 40.2 (N:189) 37.1 4 2.8 (A4.2147) 39.7

Instructional development center 9.1 =1256) 5.4 18.6 (N=129) 11.7 9.9 (N=1,50u) 6.0

Audio visual service center 19.8 (A4.1942) 1 8.3 40.3 (/4191) 37.6 2 .7 (N=2133) 20.0

Computer center 11.7 (A61898) 10.5 22.9 (/4188) 21.0 1 2.7 (A62086) 1 1.G

Student assistance or tutoring center 17.4 (A61827) 15.1 19.1 (N=178) 16.6 17.5 (Ak-2005) 15.2

Test scoring service 8.3 (A61465) 5.8 14.2 (A6141) 9.8 8.8 (N4606) 6.1

Family members 16.8 (A61931) 15.4 20.4 (W86) 18 5 1 7.1 (*-2117) 15.7

Disciplinary or professional association 7.7 (1953)h6 2 5.7 36.4 (A6195) 34.6 28.5 (N=2148) 26.5

Books or articles on instructional design 36.7 (A62048) 3 5.7 56.3 (M.199) 54.6 38.4 (&2247) 4 1.0

Course evaluations from students 4 7.0 (N=2061) 46.0 62.8 (A6204) 62.4 48.4 (N.2265) 47.5

Services of a consortium of institutions 11.7 (N.1403) 7.8 22.5 (N=129) 14.1 1 2.6 (N.1529) 8.4

'Percentage based on only those responses where service was "applicable.'
"Percentage based on total; not applicable considered to be *not helpful."
Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 21-GE and 21-P.
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For most sources of assistance, there were disciplinary differences (Appends E and F,
Table 21). To summarize a few of the more striking ones: sociology faculty (57.2%) were
less likely than others to consult a department colleague butmore likely to seek help from
the disciplinary association (42.8%). This may reflect the fact that the American
Sociological Association has a strong teaching division providing assistance to members.
Understandably, perhaps, mathematics and nursing instructors are least likely to
consult a non-department colleague (15.4% and 13.8%, respectively) and, like history
instructors, mathematicians are least likely to say they turn to books or articles on
teaching and learning (less than 25% for both mathematics and history). Other expected
differences: fine arts instructors (33.7%) and the preprofessional fields rated the audio-
visual center an important source of help while mathematics instructors rated it lowest
(6.1%). Mathematics instructors (16.8%) rated the computer center and the tutoring
center (22.9%) as modestly important sources of help, but fine arts instructors rated
these two lower (4.4% and 6.5%).

There were no significant disciplinary differences among faculty regarding the usefulness
of student evaluations or the helpfulness of colleagues at other institutions, both of which
were noted as moderately helpful. Similarly, there were no disciplinary differences
regarding the helpfulness of instructional development centers or consortia, neither of
which were considered helpful by more than 15% of faculty members, even where they
were available.

When the academic fields were examined separately, a few significant difierences by
college type seemed potentially related to size or organizational structure. For example,
in Liberal Arts I and II colleges, perhaps because of their small size, non-departmental
colleagues were more likely to be sources of teaching advice than in other types of
colleges. At Liberal Arts II colleges, deans are likely to be viewed as sources of
instructional advice, whereas at larger institutions, student tutoring centers, test scoring
services, and other agencies are both more common and more influential.

Faculty members at community colleges and Liberal Arts II colleges were more likely to
consult instructional design books for assistance than were faculty in other types of
colleges. This is consistent with mere frequent self-reports fromfaculty members in these
colleges in the Reflections study that they have attended instructional workshops or have
taken education courses and have been influenced by them.

Modest corr-lations among the sources of assistance (Table 64) suggest that faculty who
are influenced by one of these sources of assistance, on or off the campus, may be
influenced by other sources as well. This may indicate a tendency for some faculty
members who consult with others during course planning to seek a wide variety of
assistance. In addition, the correlations in Table 65 indicate that some faculty members
may more readily consult campus agencies, while others are more likely to consult
colleagu es.

Factor analysis of these item sets revealed more detailed patterns. Perhaps faculty
choose one or more of four different types of assistance: (a) offices, (b) books or other print
sources, (c) library/AV centers, and (d) colleagues (Appendix G, Tables 14 and 16).

SUrinary

To summarize in a parsimonious way the various contextual influences affecting course
planning, we factor analyzed all responses to potential influence items described earlier
in this chapter. Thtse included the item sets on external influences; student ch vacter-
istics; college and program influences; facilities, opportunities, and constraints; and
sources of advice or assistance. An eight-factor solution seemed to pi ovide tire best
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TABLE 64

.M.11111117,

interpretation of the data (Appendix G, Table 15). The following eight related groups of
influences we identified, arranged in order of their importance to the total group of
faculty, were similar but not identical to the a priori groups in the survey.

As shown in Table 67, there are few substantial correlations (greater than .30) between
these eight "contextual" factors and the six content influence factors derived previously.
The one substantial correlation (.52) is probably due to spurious relationships like the
fact that nursing faculty are, at the same time, vocationally oriented, pedagogically
trained, and influenced by external licensing and accrediting procedures.

In Table 68, we have correlated the contextual influences factors with the ratings of
educational beliefs discussed earlier. Again, although the large sample size results in
many statistically significant correlations, there is only one substantial correlation with
the ratings of educational beliefs; namely, external influences are associated with
vocational preparation. Apparently, the "content" influences of this study (encompassing
discipline, faculty background, and faculty educational beliefs) are quite independent
from contextual influences.

External influence, of very modest importance to faculty generally, is the only contextual
influence factor associated with other variable sets in this study. This influence factor
correlates consistently with beliefs in vocational preparation, systematic instruction,
and skill development and is negatively associated (-.33) with college selectivity. In short,
faculty teaching vocational or skill-oriented fields felt the influence of external factors
much more strongly than did instructors in othu introductory courses.

Intercorrelations of Influences of Available Advice'

SOURCE OF
AVAILABLE ADVICE

SOURCE OF AVAILABLE ADVICE

Advising
office

ID
office

SS
office Libraq

55

17

19

03

23

23

AV

15

17

09

23

23

Program
chair

49

22

22

10

Colleague

28

27

23

Mentor

24

23

Books

59

Instructional development office

Student services office

Library services

Audio-visual services

Program chairperson

Colleague

Mentor

Articles or books by
teathingilearning experts

Articles or books by
discipfine experts

48

51

21

18

24

19

21

23

15

59

17

16

19

12

23

16

13

27

24

22

20

23

21

17

Noise: N 2105. (N. 2103; correlations greater than .04 are significant at p .05.
Dedmal points omitted.



TABLE 85

Interoorrelation of Influence Due to Sources of Teaching Assistance*

SOURCE OF TEACHING ASSISTANCE

SOURCE OF
TEACHING ASSISTANCE

Depan
choir Dean

Depart
colleague

College
colleague

Other that
colleague

ID
center AV Computer Tutoring

Test scoring
service Family

Prof
assoc

Books on
design

Course
evaluations

Dean 30

Departnent colleague 35 12

College colleague 04 22 22

Other institution colleague C6 11 17 33

Instructional development center 09 12 07 07 CO

Audio visual service center 10 21 co 14 ce 2)

Computer center 16 15 15 17 12 23 36

Tutoring center 17 18 19 17 07 19 22 as

Test scoring service 06 10 06 C6 (5 34 21 23 22

Family members 03 07 11 17 17 03 14 10 12

Professional association -02 13 11 a) 26 13 16 21 03 14 to

Books or articles on instructional design 17 17 io 11 22 14 le 17 12 14 12

Course evaluations 13 17 16 16 16 12 19 15 18 12 13 22 28

Services of a mnsortium Ce 15 06 12 19 31 16 17 07 V 07 24 15

Neese: N . 2057, dl 2055; correlations greaw than .04 ere significant at p .05.
'Decimal points omitted.

1 2.)



Planning Intmcluctonj College Courses

102

411

TABLE 66

Contextual Influences on COMO Planning

IMPORTANCE

Unstan-
daubed
Factor
Mean S.D.

STANDARDIZED
FACTOR MEAN

Low
Field

High
Reid

1 Student characteristics (Factor 3) 3.97 0.90 0.45 6.60

2 Student goals (Factor 7) 2.75 0,83 -0.28 5.76

3 Constraints and pragmatic
issues (Factor 5) 1.58 0.87 -0.64 4.18

4 External influences (Factor 1) 1.17 0.93 -0.92 4.12

5 College/program goals
and mission (Factor 6) 1 03 0.85 -1.51 3.35

6 Available advice (Factor 4) 1.02 0.88 -1.00 3.69

7 Literature on teaching
and learning (Factor 8) 1.02 0.81 -1.35 3.11

8 Available facgries, opportunities,
assistance (i-actor 2); 0.38 0.84 -1.76 3.81

Hoist Factor 1 Indicates the first fa ctor to be dehved, that is, the one that accounts for the greatest variation among responses.

TABLE 67

CorralatIon of "Content" Factors with "Context" Factors*

'CONTEXT*
FACTORS

'CONTENT' FACTORS

Personal/
intellectual

development

Pedagogical
traininorvoca-

clonal orientation
Concept
learning

Scholarly
training

Religious/
political beliefs

Educe-
clonal
beliefs

External influences -02 52 14 14 01 08

Facilities, opportunities,
and assistance 17 XI 07 18 20 -03

Student characteristics 23 17 02 C6 -01 23

Available advice 12 07 -02 Cr i 13 -03

Pragmatic factors -03 17 -0! CO CO 02

College and program mission -04 23 12 CO -07 24

Student goals 21 23 14 -01 OB 17

Literature on teaching
and learning 11 10 12 10 04 19

No4ss: N.1916, df. 1914; correlations greater than .04 we significant at p .05.
'Decimal points omitted.



TABLE 6$

Correlation of Context Factors with Educational Beliefs*

CONTEXT FACTOR

EDUCATIONAL BELIEFS

Social
change

Effective
thinking

Systematic
instruction

Vocational
develop Constraints

Personal
enrichment

Learning
great Id

Clarify
values

External influences 11 CO 2. 44 16 CO CO

Facilities, opportunities, and assistance 21 02 11 07 13 21 15 14

Student characteristics 14 12 12 10 07 17 oe

Available advice 07 -03 -01 CO 12 12 07

Pragmatic factors -03 01 01 toe 16 -01 -04 -03

College and program mission ce 15 26 20 11 CO 03

Student goals 18 06 11 26 06 at 06 18

literatvre on teaching and learning 09 07 07 -03 -02 13 06 ce

Notes: N 2098, df 2094; =relations greater than .04 ate significant at p .05.
'Decimal points omitted.
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Chapter 4. Form

In the tentative contextual filters model (Figure 1), we arranged in a circular pattern
five major decisions instructors make, implicitly or explicitly, about the "form" of a
course. These decisions included: (1) selecting subject matter, (2) organizing subject
matter, (3) establishing goals and objectives, (4) choosing methods of instruction, and
(5) choosing materials and teaching activities. By arranging these decisions in an
approximate circle, we intended to imply that: (a) we Imew little about the actual
steps faculty take in making course decisions but suspected that thoee most closely
allied with subject matter come first, (b) the decisions probably are not made in a
linear sequence, and (c) there likely is no "correct" order for all faculty members.
Just as planning influences are related to discipline, we suspected that faculty in
different fields may attach different importance to the planning decisions and make
these decisions in different sequences.

Steps in Course Planning

Although there is doubt about whether experienced teachers actually follow this
sequence, most pre-college teachers are taught to begin planning by writing course
objectives. College instructors have objected to this procedure as too linear and
mechanical as have experienced pre-college teachers. Thus, many efforts by peda-
gogical experts to involve faculty in consideration of instructional design alternatives
have floundered. We hoped to get a better sense of the steps that faculty in various
disciplines typically do take in planning college courses so we can foster conversa-
tions about instructional improvements that build on actual practice.

The Reflections interviews gave us some qualitative descriptions of faculty planning
activity but seldom made clear what steps faculty members take first. In fact, as they
described their planning activities, faculty members seemed to vary widely in their
approac'ies. A few started with objectives and others with classroom activities but
most seemed to start by selecting subject content. Often we heard faculty members
saying they revisited each planning decision several times; the patterns they de-
scribed suggested either a spiral or completely random movement among the deci-
sions.

Building on comments we heard in the Reflections study, we wrote short paragraph
descriptions of steps in course planning (Figure 19). We tried to incorporate both a
decision element and a rationale into some of the statements. The statements were
not pilot tested prior to the survey. In retrospect, we might have written one set of
statements to determine the sequence of decisions and 2 second set to explore the
rationale for them. But, we are not so sure that these elements are easily separable.

In Table 69, we summarize the percentage of faculty members in general education
and preprofessional courses who said each step was "typical" of what they do as they
plan their courses. Table 70 is a summary of the steps faculty indicated they were
most likely to takefirst.

Variations by discipline for both the percentage who reported each step as typical
and who selected it as a "first step" are shown in Table 71. Additional detail about
these variations is provided in Appendix E, Table 22.
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16. The following are possible steps in COMO plaming. Pleas* circle the appropriate number
on each scale at the right to show how typical this step is of your ovrk M planning the
introductory course. After you have rated all statements, please place a chock In the
box at the left of the single statement that describes what you typically
do first when you plan a course.

0 I think about what content should be selected from
my field. I consider which concepts are worth
learning, what vocabulary should be acquired, what
skills should be learned, or how ideas in the
discipline fit together.

0 I think about the needs, preparation, and goals of
students who will be enrolled in the course and how
the students will use what they learn.

0 I select objectives for the course based primarily
on such standards as the college mission, the goals
of my program, the requirements of the employers,
the recommendations of ny professional association
or an accrediting association.

O I draw primarily upon my own background,
education, philosophy of education, And previous
teaching experience as the most essential elements
that determine the objectives of the course.

0 I think about what teaching materials or resources
are available that will guide the progress of the course.
For example, I may select a textbook, assemble varied
readings, plan the use of laboratory space, or devise
local field trips.

El Basing my thinking partly on learning theory and

activities I lieve will best promote student learning.
partly on my past experience, I choose a types of

be

0 I look at student evaluations for previous offerings
of the course and make appropriate adjustments.

tJ I look at results of previous examinatins in order to
iden:Iiy needed changes in the course so that students
w:II learn more.

Not at aU

typical

Very

typical

1 2 3 4 5 (2:5)

2 3 4 (2:6)

1 2 3 4 5 (2:7)

I 2 3 4 5 (2:8)

1 2 3 4 5 (2:9)

I 2 3 4 5 (2:10)

I 2 3 4 5 (2:11)

I 2 3 4 5 (2:12)

Figure 19. Planning steps (CPE-I survey, question 16, page 8).
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TABLE 69

Steps Faculty Consider In Course Planning ("Typical of Me")

GENERAL
EDUCATION

(n.2106)

PRE-
PROFESSIONAL

(n.206)
ALL

(N.2311)STEP
(%) (%) MI

I select tourse content 84.3 89.2 84.7

I think about student needs, preparation
and characterisdcs 67.5 79.3 68.5

I select objectives based on external standards 32.7 59.3 35.0

I draw primarily on my own background
and experience 62.1 51.0 61.1

I select textbooks, other resources 58.8 62.0 59.2

I base my choice of activities on what I believe
promotes learning 66.1 76.8 67.0

I enamine student evaluations from previous courses 40.6 53.4 41.8

I examine examinations from previous courses 44.6 52.9 45.4

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 22-GE and 22-P.

TABLE 70

Course Planning Step Taken First

GENERAL PRE-
EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL ALL

(n.2106) (n.206) (N-2311)FIRST STEP
(%) (%) (6)

I select course content 46.7 37.2 45.9

I think about student needs, preparation and characteristics 14.9 20.6 15.4

I select objectives based on external standards 5.2 15.6 6.1

I ckaw primarily on my own background and experience 16.3 10.0 15.8

I select textbooks, other resources 6.2 7.8 6.4

I base my choice of activities on what I believe
promotes learning 9.2 6.7 9.0

I examine student evaluations from previous courses 0.7 2.2 0.9

I examine examinations from previous courses 0.7 0.0 0.6

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Table': 23-GE and 23-P.
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TABLE 71

Steps Faou By Take kt Course Planning-Summary

The stanement about sups In course plarming Is "typical of me.

PERCENTAGE OF FACULTY MEMBERS REPORTING THAT:

(A) dThis is the statement moat typical of what I do when planning."
(B) 'This atammant Is typical of what I do when pianning.-

AN

faculty Comp Lit Hist Soc Psych Bio Math
Fine
arts Lang

Ed
psych Nurs

Bus
adm

Select content (A) 45.9 31.6 45.9 59.0 45.2 61.3 61,4 38.9 53.9 38.1 21.4 47.4 36.3
(B) 84.7 79.5 85. 7 83.1 86.3 87,7 92,0 78, 7 93.5 78.3 89.2 92.4 86.9

Establish objec- (A) 15.8 15.4 23.2 22.6 22.2 14.7 12.7 11.3 13,5 15,0 11.9 0.0 16.0
byes based on
own background

(B) A1.1 59.1 71.6 69.5 65.5 63.4 61.4 52.0 60.1 63.6 55.3 30.3 63.8

Think about (A) 15.4 22.0 13.3 6.4 12.7 10.4 11.2 22.5 13.5 11.9 26.2 19.3 18.5
students (B) 68.5 80.3 61.2 55.1 57.6 58.4 65.7 77.0 67.0 65.3 80.4 81.9 77.0

Use learning (A) 9.0 17.0 9.4 47 5.6 7.4 4,1 7.6 6.2 14.4 7.1 7.0 6.2
theory (B) 67.0 79.0 62.2 56.4 66.2 65.0 58.0 59.2 65.8 78.2 84.8 74.2 74.7

Select (A) 6.4 4.5 4.4 5.1 8.7 5.5 5.1 5.5 8.3 13.1 11.9 5.3 7.4
materials (B) 59.2 56.3 57.5 58.3 69.0 55.5 67.4 43.5 63.2 73.9 53.2 71.6 59.4

Establish object- (A) 6.1 8.0 2.8 1.7 4.8 0.0 3.6 1.3 2.6 7.5 19.0 19.3 11.1
Wes based on
external
influences

(B) 35.0 35.8 23.5 24.5 27.4 25.2 C4.3 51.4 28.7 42.7 57.4 71.2 51.7

Examine previous (A, 0.9 0.8 1.1 0.4 0.8 0,6 1,0 1.5 1.6 0.0 2.4 1.0 2.5
student
evaluations

(1,3) 41.8 41.8 39,9 33.8 48.5 51.1 37.5 36.8 35.7 48.0 53.2 68.2 42.9

Examine (A) 0.6 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0
previous tests (B) 45.4 41.2 39.9 41.1 49,3 45.5 41.0 52.5 44.5 49.7 68.9 62.1 48.4

Rotenone,: Appendixes E and F, Tables 22-GE, 22-P, 23-GE. and 23-P.
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The summary responses in Table 69 support the information obtained from othev
sections of the CPE survey. Content was clearly the most important influence in
course planning, followed by student characteristics. External standards, student
characteristics, and beliefs about how students learn were considerably more impor-
tant to preprofessional course instructors than to general education instructors. One
seemingly contradictory finding is that 67.0% of faculty members reported consider-
ing what they Inlieve promotes learning when, in sections of the CPE we have previ-
ously discussed, fewer reported reading about principles of teaching and learning.
Possibly much of what faculty members know about learning is based on their own
teaching experience (which they declare a strong influence on planning) rather than
on formal sources. An important exception, therefore, occurred for instructors in
educational psychology. For these instructors, learning theory is part of the content
taught and, as expected, a high percentage (84.8%) of educational psychology teach-
ers said they thought about what promotes learning. Similar answers were obtained
from faculty members in those fields that are likely to have had some training in
education: composition (79.0%) and Romance language (78.2%) instructors.

Discipline differences occurred on every step in course planning (Table 72) except on
the extent to which faculty used previous student evaluations and examinations in
planning; neither of these sources of information was used frequently. The discipline
differences seem consistent with faculty views of their disciplines and their educa-
tional beliefs, on which we have reported previously. For example, in relation to
other groups, literature (71.6%), history (69.5%), and sociology (65.5%) instructors
more frequently said they relied heavily on their own background and experiences. It
is puzzling, however, that nursing faculty (30.3%) were the least likely to say they did
so. Also consistent with their responses on other questions in this survey, composi-
tion (35.8%), mathematics (51.5%), and Romance language (42.7%) instructors
considered external standards and student characteristics more important and
content selection less important (79.5%, 78.7%, 78.4%, respectively) in planning than
did their colleagues in other fields.

When the academic fields were examined separately, there were very few differences
in the steps faculty at different types of colleges take as they plan courses (Appendix
F, Tables 22 and 23). Composition teachers in two-year colleges appear to feel
particularly strong influence from external standards and, in history, there may be
some college-related patterns that would be clearer with additional information.

Many faculty indicated that selecting content is the first step they take in course
planning (45.9%). Far smaller percentages of faculty reported any of the other steps
as typical of their first planning steps. Combining the two steps that mentioned
establishing course objectives (one question based on external standards, and the
other based on one's own background), 21.9% of the faculty members said they set
objectives as a first step in the planning process. Fifteen percent tint considered
students' needs, preparation, and interests, and 9% first think about what promotes
student learning. Other possible steps in course planning listed in the survey were
chosen as first steps by only a few of the faculty members responding.

As shown in Table 72, there were few identifiable patterns of associations among the
steps in course planning. Factor analysis also indicated either a single factor or no
underlying factor structure for this set of items (Appendix G, Table 17).
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TABLE 7k

Intetoonelatlen of Steps In Course Manning'

COURSE PLANNING STEP

COURSE PLANNING STEP

Select content
from field Student External

Own
background Texts

Limning
theory

Student
eval

Think about student characteristics
and needs

Select obiectives based on external
influences

Select obiectives based on own
background, beliefs and experience

Select textbooks, other resources

Select activities based on learning
theory and past experience

Look at student evaluations

Look at previous examination results

29

12

20

17

16

21

34

03

20

31

20

22

03

13

25

20

24

22

19

10

07

34

25

21

32

33 55

Notes: N . 2040, df . 2038; conelabons greater than .04 ate significant at p .05.
Tedmal points omitted.
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Stating and Communicating Course Goals

The National Institute of Education (NIE) report entitled Invoivement in Learning
(1984) suggested that student learning is enhanced when faculty members make
their expectations clear to students. We know that some faculty explicitly state
course objectives, some make their objectives known in other ways, and some may
fail to make them clear to students. In our studies we have tried to discover some of
the important goals instructors in varied fields hold for students in their introductory
courses and what different methods they use to communicate their goals and objec-
tives to students.

During the Reflections interviews, we coded faculty goals twiceonce as they de-
scribed their course in general terms and again when they answered our request for
the two most important goals for their students. We also asked faculty members how
they "sent messages to the students" about goals and how they knew whether stu-
dents understood the goals. Faculty varied in their ability to articulate their teaching
objectives and communication processes, thus it was difficult to draw firm conclu-
sions from the answers to these broad questions. It seemed to us, however, that the
types of course goals stated and the methods used varied by discipline in identifiable
ways.

Understanding faculty course goals was important not only to understand course
planning but because we planned a companion study of student goals in these
introductory courses. Since answers in the Reflections study seemed so individual-
ized, we left the question about course goals open-ended on the Course Planning
Exploration. Based on the interviews, we provided six statements about possible
methods of communicating goals to students and asked faculty members to indicate
if they relied on each method and if they : .IL it was effective. The nature of the
questions is shown in Figure 20.

Faculty Course Goals

Initially, we intended to code faculty responses to the open-ended questions accord-
ing to the broad categories of educational beliefs we had adapted and expanded from
the work of Eisner and Valiance (1974) (see Chapter 2). Eventually, to better reflect
the goals contributed, we made the following modifications in the coding scheme. We
combined the two vocationally oriented categories (vocationally-based and knowledge
utilization) Anto a single category that we called "preparing students for the future."
We broadened the category formerly called effective thinking to include other aspects
of "intellectual development," and created a category called "skill development" that
recognized the development of basic study skills as well as skills for specific subjects,
such as Romance languages and nursing. Last, we added "aesthetic goals" and a
residual category for goas that were unclear to the coders. The resulting categories
used for coding over 4,000 faculty statements are given in Table 73. The percentage
distribution of responses is given in Table 74.

The distribution of faruity goals falling into the various categories, differed in an
important way from beliefs about educational purpose that faculty had expressed in
response to the descriptions in Chapter 2 Since effective thinking had been the
overwhelming choice of faculty as an educational purpose, we expected "intellectual
development" (a category encompassing effective thinking) to be the most frequently
mentioned course goal. In fact, intellectual development was only the second most
frequently mentioned category, and the focus of relatively few goal statements. The
percentage of goals classified as intellectual development ranged from 3.8% of those
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20. Meese state briefly two goals for your Introductory course that you believe any
Important to commtmicate to students.

A.

B.

21. Using the appropriate scales at the right, please indicate which of the following methods
you rely on to communicate the goals you named above !o students in the introductory
course. Then estimate how effective you believe that method Is.

I describe the course gosh and objectives
in the syllabus in detail.

I spend considerable time during the first
class stressing course goals and objectives
orally.

I remind students of thl goals
periodically throughout the term.

structure assignments and activities that are
finked to the goals and allow students to identify
the connections independently.

structure assignments and activities that are
linked to the goals and explicitly discuss their
purposes with students.

Rehance on Method

Seldom Rely on
rely on heavily

Effectiveness of Method

Not
effective

Very
effective

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

(3:42)

(3:42)

1 2 3 4 5 (3:44)

(3:45)

1 2 3 4 5 (3:46)

(3:47)

1 2 3 4 5 (3m)
(3:49)

1 2 3 4 $ 1 2 3 4 5 (3:50)

(3:51)

l 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 (3:52)

(3:53)

Figure 20. Communicating course goals (CPE-I survey. questions 20-21. page 18).
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TABLE 73

Codas for Important Faculty Course Goals

CODE GOAL CATEGORY

0 Concepts or knowledge in the field

1 Students' personal or social growth (whether rationale relates to student or society)

2 Students' intellectual development (effective thinking, study habits, discerning relationships, etc.)

3 Students' skill development (such as in developmental mathematice, communication, or

an applied field such as nursing)

4 Values development

5 Learning the great ideas of humanity

6 Preparing students for the future (for a career, the major, graduate school, or another course)

7 Aesthetic"Appreciation of...* or creativity

8 Undear responses

9 Missing



TABLE 74

Course Goals Contributed by Faculty Members, by Academic Field

PERCENTAGE RESPONSES BY ACADEMIC FIELD'

Comp Lit Hist Sac Psych Gb Math Fin* arts Lang Ed psych Num Bus
TYPE OF GOAL (n.415) (n.210) (n.263) (m.141) (n.180) (n.215) (n..304) (n.205) (n.172) (n.48) (n.60) (n.91)

Concepts or kr lowledge
in the field 23 4 47.1 52.7 53.6 56.3 55.2 36.8 54.0 33.4 68.8 55.8 54.4

Personal or social
development 10.4 14.0 9.9 21.7 20.2 17.2 7.3 8.7 14.6 8.8 13.3 14.2

Intellectual development 20.4 15.8 22.0 18.4 10.4 11.9 19.6 8.7 4.5 3.8 6.2 5.9

SkiN development 37.8 11.0 7.1 2.6 4.2 2.3 12.6 7.5 33.8 5.0 11.5 5.9

Value development 1.5 2.3 1.9 1.1 1.5 1.5 2.1 2.8 1.3 2.5 0.0 1.2

Great ideas 0.0 0.5 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Preparabon for the future 3.3 1.0 0.4 0.7 2.7 5.8 15.1 2.1 1.0 8.8 9.7 11.8

Aesthetics 1.0 7.8 2.6 0.4 0.9 2.8 1.2 12.9 4.8 1.3 0.0 1.8

Unclear 2.1 1.0 2.8 1.5 3.9 3.3 5.2 1.5 6,7 1.3 3.5 4.7

Total 99.9 100.5 100.0 100.0 100.1 100.0 99.9 100.0 100.1 100.3 100.0 99.9

'Each faculty member was asked to contnbute two goals; a few contnbuted only one.
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contributed by educational psycholozr instructors to 22% of those contributed by
history instructors. Among the open-ended responses, "teaching the concepts of the
field" was by far the goal most often mentioned. The identification of concept trans-
mission goals ranged from 23.4% of goals contributed by English composition in-
structors to 68.8% of those contributed by educational psychology instructors. The
discrepancy between faculty responses to a prepared statement on effective thinking,
that could be viewed as "appropriate to endorse, and their own contributions in
response to an open-ended question is intriguing. It may indicate that rhetoric and
practice differ.

Relative to the first-ranked "teaching concepts" and the second-ranked "intellectual
development," other types of goals were mentioned far less frequently by faculty
members. "Skill development" (ranging from 2.3% in biolov to 37.8% in composi-
tion), and "personal or social development" (from 7.3% in mathematics to slightly over
20% in sociology and psychology) were of modest importance, depending on the
discipline. Very few faculty members contributed goals focused on "value develop-
ment," or "learning the great ideas of humanity." In some respects, responses of
faculty in specific fields to the open-ended question corresponded to their responses
when indicating the importance of educational purpose statements. For example,
"aesthetic development" was mentioned primarily by fine arts instructors (12.9%),
while mathematics and the preprofessional instructors contributed more than 10% of
the goal statements classified as "preparation for the future." It must be noted that
faculty were limited to two goals; the fact that they focused on certain types of goals
doesn't mean that others are not important to them.

As expected, although the goals contributed by faculty members varied by academic
field, goals were similar for instructors in the same fields, regardless of institutional
type. We conducted no formal statistical comparison because we felt that using
general categories obscured some important nuances contained in the goals state-
ments contributed by faculty. A more thorough analysis using a refined set of cate-
gories that emerged from content analysis of these data is under way. This analysis
will appear in a supplementary report.

Communicating Goals

More than 60% of the faculty reported that they relied heavily on each of the five
methods for communicating goals to students suggested in the survey (Table 75).
Reports from faculty teaching in preprofessional fields implied stronger emphasis on
communicating goals than did reports from general education faculty. There were
differences among academic fields on the ratings of all five communication methods
among the general education instructors, but not among the three preprofessional
fields.

For example, as shown in 'fable 76, mathematics (51.0%) and biology (54.1%) in-
structors are least likely to say they rely on the syllabus, while composition teachers
are most likely to remind students of course goals periodically (81.6%) and, along
with educational psychology instructors (85.5%) and nursing instructors (79.1%),
discuss goals explicitly in relation to assignments (81.2%).

Using a five-point scale, we asked instructors to rate the effectiveness of each method
of communicating goals to students. Not surprisingly, the methods rated most
effective were those that faculty members claimed to Lse most frequently, that is,
explicitly connecting assignments with goals and stressing goals periodically in class.
Disciplinary differences in ratings of effectiveness paralleled those in faculty reports
of the methods they used. When the responses of faculty teaching courses in various
disciplines were examined separately, there were no differences by college type.

1 o
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TABLE 75

Ways of Communtostkog Goals to Studonta ("Rely on Heavily")

METHOD

GENERAL
EC JCATION

((1.2106)

(%)

PRE-
PRCFESSIONAL

((1.208)

(%)

ALL
(A62311)

(%)

Describe kt syllabus-detailed 61.7 77.7 63.2

Stress dying first class 71.1 73.3 71.3

Stress periodcally 69.7 72.9 69.9

Allow students to infer from assignments 63.2 58.8 62.8

Explicitly discuss goals in assignments 66.4 74.8 67.2

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 24.GE and 24.P.

TABLE 76

Communicating Goals-Summary

PERCENTAGE OF FACULTY MEMBERS REPORTING ?HAT:

'To communicate my course goals to students in my introductory course, I rely heavily on':
(A) "Dosaibing the course goals in the syllabus:"
(8) -Reminding students of course goals throughout the term;
(C) 'Allowing students to connect activities with course goals on their own;"
(D) "Explicitly discuuing connections of activities with course goals.'

(A)

Syllabus Reminder

(C)

Infer

(D)

Connect

English composition 67.6 81.6 67.1 81.2
Literature 63.0 70.2 72.6 67.0
History 61.6 66.3 57.6 58.6
Sociology 62.3 70.3 64.6 68.2
Psychology 66.5 62.5 63.0 65.0
Biology 54.1 59.7 49.8 54.6
Mathematics 51.0 65.7 56.7 59.1
Fine arts 65.3 68.4 69.4 68.6
Romance languages 64.7 73.2 70 7 66.8
Educational psychology 79 2 70.8 52.1 85.6
Nursing 83.6 79.1 57.5 79.2
Business 72.6 69.3 63.4 66.0

All faculty 63.2 69.9 62.8 67.2

Ratecence: Appendixes E and F, Tables 24.GE and 24P
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Conventional wisdom indicates that how material is sequenced in college courses is
related to the discipline being taught. Indeed, folklore holds that faculty may use
yellowed notes and simply teach as they were taught. However, there is little evi-
dence about whether all or most faculty members arrange course topics like others in
their field or whether they consider and select from other sequencing alternatives.

To explore this question in the Reflections study, we adapted a scheme of content
sequencing developed by Posner and Strike (1976) primarily for K-12 courses. We
reworded the categorical descriptions to make them more readily adaptable to higher
education and added a category (based on the writings of Seidman, 1985) to explore
the possibility that sequencing largely depends on pragmatic factors. Faculty mem-
bers ranked cards containing descriptions of the sequencing patterns from the pat-
tern most like their course to that least like their course. As the interviewees thought
aloud while sorting the cards, we learled that discipline-related ways of arranging
content are sometimes modified by other influences.

The sequencing descriptions we developed in the Reflections study were revised for
the Course Planning Exploration (CPE) to eliminate ambiguity. We added two new
statements conveying: (1) a course an ingement based directly on job requirements
for graduates, and (2) a course arrangunent based on values clarification. The
category addressing pragmatic factors was eliminated because of lack of endorsement
in the Reflections study.

Instructors were asked to respond on Likert-type scales rather than to rank the
statements. In addition to rating each statement on a five-point scale, respondents
were also asked to select a single preferred sequencing arrangement for their intro-
ductory course. The question asked is shown in Figure 21.

The percentage of faculty members who judged each of the seven statements as like
or unlike their way of arranging course content is given in Table 77. Table 78 pres-
ents the percentage of faculty members who selected each statement as "most like my
own course."

Three descriptions tended to be most like the course arrangements faculty reported
using: "the way in which major concepts and relationships are organized" (concept-
based; 74.9%); "the way I know students learn" (learning-based; 57.4%); and "the
way relationships occur in the real world" (structurally-based; 47.1%). The other four
choices were chosen as "much like" or "very much like" my course arrangement by
less than 35% of faculty members.

Substantial differences occurred among the varicuq academic fields (Table 79). Most
strikingly, preprofessional faculty more often selected sequencing patterns based on
knowledge utilization and career preparation and less often chose sequences prem-
ised on how latowledge was created in the field. Among the professional fields,
however, there were differences; consistent with their other responses in this survey,
nursing instructors more often favored concept-based sequences and learning-based
sequences than did instructors in the other two preprofessional fields.

The smallest percentages of faculty indicating that the most popular arrangement
(concept-based) was like their course were in literature (55.7%) and Romance lan-
guages (55.0%). As we have previously noted, these are fields in which many faculty
do not view their disciplines as sets of related concepts. Consistent with other educa-

1
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Figure 21. Content arrangement (CPE-I survey, question 19, pages 16-17).
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TABLE 77

Preferred Method of Arranging Come Content ("Very Much Uke My Course")

PREFERRED METHOD

GENERAL
EDUCATION

(n.2105)
(%)

PRE-
PROFESSIONAL

(n.208)
(%)

ALL
(N.2311)

(V
Way relationships occur in real world
(Structurally-based) 47,9 39.8 47.1

Way students will use it in social,
personal or career seeing
(Knowledge utilization) 27.5 62.3 30.5

Way major concepts and
relationships are organized
(Concept-based) 71,0 70.7 74.9

Way I know students learn
(Learning-based) 57,2 58.9 57.4

So that students prepare
directly for careers
(Vocationally-based) 15.4 64.5 19.8

Way knowledge has
been created in my field
(Knowledge creation) 33.0 26.6 32.5

To help students clarify values
and commitments
(Value-based) 29.2 39.9 30.2

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 25-GE and 25-P.
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TABLE 7$

Preferred Method of Arranging Content ("Most Like My Course")

PREFERRED METHOD

GENERAL.
EDUCATION

(r).2105)
(.4)

PRE-
PROCESSIONAL

(n.206)
(%)

ALL
(N-2311)

CIO

Way relationships occur in real world
(Structurally-based) 16.1 4.4 15.1

Way students will use it in social,
personal or career setting
(Knowledge utilization) 6.6 20.3 7.8

Way major concepts and relationships
are organized
(Concept-based) 40.5 40.7 40.5

Way I know students learn
(Learning-based) 21.2 7.7 20.1

So that students prepare
direcdy for careers
(Vocationally-based) 2.4 17.6 3.7

Way knowledge has been
created in my field
(Knowledge creation) 6.0 2.2 5.7

To help students clarify values
and committments
(Value-based) 7.1 7.1 7.1

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 26.GE and 26-P.
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tional beliefs and views of the discipline they reported in this survey, 78.1% of the
composition faculty but only 34.1% of the history faculty used a learning-based
course arrangement. The pattern was reversed for structurally-based arningements;
72.7% of the history faculty used this course arrangement pattern (emphasizing the
chronological nature of their field) but only 34.0% of the composition faculty and
32.0% of the Romance language faculty did so.

Overall, only 32.5% of the faculty said they arranged their course according to the
way knowledge in their field had been created. Psychology faculty were most likely to
do so (43.6%) while Romance language faculty were least likely to do so (15.5%).
While the field's mode of inquiry may be introduced in an introductory course, it
seldom forms the basis for organizing course content.

Faculty members in varied fields gave widely different ratings to the idea of arranging
a course so that students can clarify values and develop commitments. Instructors
in literature (55.7%), history (45.6%), and sociology 42.1%) viewed this description
as much like the way they arrange their course while mathematics (4.0%), Romance
language (11.9%), and biology instructors (18.1%) felt it was not at all like their way.

Two sequencing options described the use of the course material in the world outside
college. We called one knowledge utilization because it very broadly described ar-
ranging material as students might use it in personal, social, and career settings. We
called the second description vocational because it focused more narrowly on imrne-
diate usefulness in a career with well-defined skills or requirements. A third or more
of faculty members in sociology (42.8%), foreign language (38.8%), composition
(37.6%), and psychology (34.4%) believed they arranged material in ways that stu-
dents would find broadly useful. Only mathematics faculty members (30.6%) and
preprofessional instructors (64.5%) indicated that they arranged material in their
courses in a way directly relevant to specific careers. Except in history, faculty
members in the same disciplines tend to arrange their courses the same way, regard-
less of the type of college in which they teach.

When faculty chose the single paragraph description that was most like their course
arrangement, the response patterns obtained were similar to those described above
(Table 79). Most faculty (40.5%) selected concept-based arrangements; 20.1% of the
faculty selected learning-based; 15.1% selected structurally-based organization, and
the remaining few selected one of the other four arrangements. The first choices of
instructors from each general education field matched the rankings they assigned to
individual descriptions. Similarly, the rankings remained the same for the preprofes-
sional faculty, namely, concept-based, knowledge utilization, vocational.

Correlations of the ratings faculty gave to each of the ways of arranging course
content are shown in Table 80. Correlational patterns are difficult to interpret and
the factor structure underlying this set of responses is weak (Appendix G, Table 18).
It seems likely, however, that certain arrangements, such as knowledge utilization,
can co-exist more readily in the same course with some patterns such as learning-
based or concept-based arrangements while coming into potential conflict with other
patterns such as structurally-based or knowledge-creation sequences.



TABLE 79

Faculty Preferences for Arran Ing Cours Content-Summar

PERCENTAGE OF FACULTY MEMBERS REPORTING THAT:

(A) - This is the statement most like how I arrange content in my course.
(B) - This statement is much like how I arrange content in my course.

All
faculty Comp Lit Hist Soc Psych Bio Math

Fine
arts Lang

Ed
psych Nurs Bus

Conceptually-based (A) 40.5 29.4 33.7 25.5 50.8 58.7 59.3 55.9 35.8 23.4 51.3 46.8 30.9
(B) 71.0 65.7 55.8 63.5 84.9 77.6 87.7 83.2 65.7 55.0 76.1 91.0 62.2

Learning-based (A) 20.1 40.6 12.1 3.5 12.3 7.8 10.1 23.8 14.5 51.9 7.7 6.5 8.6
(B) 57.4 78.1 46.9 34.1 48.5 48.6 43.4 69.9 47.0 77.6 56.5 74.2 48.9

Structurally-based (A) 15.1 4.8 23.2 46.8 3.8 7.8 21.1 3.5 33.2 4.5 2.6 4.8 4.9
(B) 47.1 34.0 48.5 72.7 41.7 40.5 62.4 40.2 63.6 32.0 42.2 45.4 34.4

Knowledge utilization (A) 7.8 10.3 2.6 1.7 13.1 10.2 1.0 4.2 4.2 14.9 12.8 17.7 25.9
(B) 30.5 37.6 18.3 16.0 42.7 34.4 16.7 26.3 17.7 38.8 63.1 62.1 62.3

Values-based (A) 7.1 6.4 23.2 12.1 10.8 7.8 3.0 0.0 4.1 0.0 10.3 4.8 7.4
(B) 30.2 31.0 55.7 45.6 42.1 34.6 18.1 4.0 27.2 11.9 37.0 40.3 41.1

Knowledge creation (A) 5.7 5.3 5.3 10.0 9.2 7.8 4.5 4.5 6.2 2.6 2.6 0.0 3.7
(B) 32.5 28.8 32.0 39.2 39.1 43.6 36.5 36.0 27.6 15.5 21.8 29.9 26.6

Vocation elly-bas ed (A) 3.7 3.2 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 1.0 8.0 2.1 2.6 12.8 19.4 18.5
(8) 19.8 18.7 5.8 8.8 11.6 12.8 14.2 30.6 6.4 19.6 56.6 80.6 56.7

Reference. Appendix E and F, Table 26-GE and 26-P.
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TABLE 80

Intorcorrolation of Proforrod Ways of Arranging Course Content*

CONTENT ARRANGEMENT

CONTENT ARRANGEMENT

Structurally-
based

Knowledge
utilization

Concept-
based

Learning-
bawd

Vocationally-
bawd

Knowledge
creation

Knowledge utilization 15

Concept-based 15 17

Learning-based -02 31 22

Vocationally-based 11 45 14 32

Knowledge creation 21 19 19 06 27

Value development 15 36 03 05 16 32

Notes: N 2057, cif . 2055; correlations greater than .04 we signcant at p .05.
'Decimal points omitted.

1 4
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Assisting and Monitoring Student Learning

According to previous research, college faculty rely heavily on lectures as a teaching
strategy and they do so most frequently in introductory courses (Thielens, 1987).
Given this well-established teaching mode, considerable attention has been given
recently to encouraging activities in which students are more active and to suggesting
ways that instructors may know that students are awake, involved, and learning
(Cross, 1986).

In the Reflections study, we did not ask instructors whether they lectured. Proceed-
ing more indirectly, we asked them to estimate the percentage of communication
going from student to teacher and, reciprocally, from teacher to student in the class-
room. The answers confirmed that (except in English classes) instructors do
communicate to students much of the time rather than receiving communications
from them. During the interviews, faculty members shared various reasons for this.

We also asked instructors how they knew whether students were involved in learning
and how they monitored and assisted the learning process. The interviewees contrib-
uted a variety of common ways to assist students; among them, informal methods
predominated, and some were more typical at certain types of institutions. For
example, at community colleges instructional assistance or tutoring centers were
frequently mentioned; at small liberal arts colleges instructors were more likely to
work individually with students after class or during office hours.

In the Course Planning Exploration (CPE), faculty were asked to indicate which
methods of assisting and monitoring learning were most like their own teaching
behavior. For ways of monitoring student involvement in learning, we also asked how
much confidence instructors had in ten indicators. To accommodate differences
among disciplines, a "not applicable" response category was included. Figures 22
and 23 show the survey questions.

Assisting Students

Over 50% of faculty members in all introductory courses said they assisted students'
leqrning in each of the ways mentioned in the survey questions. Over 80% said they
provided structure to clarify material, tried to find ways to motivate students, showed
enthusiasm for their subject and personal concern for students, and tried to provide
a role model. The responses are summarized in Table 81 and the discipline differ-
ences in Table 82. Because of the high percentages of the faculty saying all methods
were 'Imuch like' their own teaching actions, the slight variations across disciplines
seem inconsequential. "Providing extra help sessions," was the option least fre-
quently endorsed by faculty as like their own practice and one that varied substan-
tially by discipline. Overall, 51.3% of the faculty said they provide such help; the
percentage ranged from lows of 37.9% in fine arts and 36.3% in business to highs of
62.0.% in mathematics, 67.7% in composition, and 76.1% in nursing. Consistent
with our finding in the Reflections study, within disciplines, extra help sessions were
reported more frequently in liberal arts colleges. One explanation may be that tuto-
rial assistance centers are more often used in large institutions such as comprehen-
- vve universities and some community colleges. All of the different types of help are
typically used at some time by most faculty, as indicated by the single factor on
which all items are associated (Appendix G-19).
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22. Please circle the appropriate number on the scales at the right to indicate which statements
are most like the kinds of things you do to help students in this introducko course learn.

Not at all like
what I do

Very much like
what I do

I provide extra help sessions. 1 2 3 4 5 (3:54)

I provide structure to clarify the
course material.

1 2 3 4 5 (3:33)

I find ways to motivate or interest students. 1 2 3 5 (3:36)

I show enthusiasm for my subject. I 2 3 4 5 (3:57)

I show personal concern and empathy. 1 2 3 4 5 (3:31)

I try to prov;de a role model for students. I 2 3 4 5 (3:39)

Figure 22. Ways of helping students learn (CPE-I survey, question 22, page 19).
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23. Listed below are some examples of 'Indicators' or clues that some faculty members use to
tell whether students are actively involved In learning. How often do you use each indicator?
What degree of confidence do you have in each indicator?

(NA = I do not use the indicator)
Use of Indicator Confidence is ladicator

Daily Weekly Monthly 95% 50% 25%
or less Of less

Examining results of quizzes or exams 0 0 0

Watching student faces and other body 0 0 0
language

Observing student discussions and class 0 0 0
participation

Observing frequency of after-class
discussions and questions

Observing frequency of student visits
to my office

Observing class attendance

Observing frequency of turning in
complete assignments

Analyzing student themes or papers

Examining student evaluations of
the course

Analyzing student journals

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

NA 0 0 0 (3:60)
(3:61)

NA 0 0 0
NA 0 0 0 (3:64)

(3:65)

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

0 0 0 ((33:6676))

0 0 0 (3:65)

(3:69)

0 0 0 (3:70
(3:71)

0 0 0 (3:72)
(3:73)

0 0 0 t3:74)
(3:73)

0 0 0 (3:76)
(3:77)

0 0 0 (3:75)
(3:79)

Figure 23. Indicators of student involvement (CPE-I survey. question 23. page 20).
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TABLE $1

Ways of Assisting and Monitoring Student LesmIngriluch Uke What I Do")

METHCO

GENERAL
EDUCATION

(n4106)
(5)

PRE.
PROFESSIONAL

(n.206)
(5)

ALL
(N.2311)

(5)

Provide extra help sessions 51.3 50.5 51.3

Provide structum to clarify material 82.6 85.5 82.9

Find ways b motivate students 80.8 86.4 81.3

Show enthusiasm br subject 97.2 98.1 97.3

Show personal concern for students 92.6 98.1 93.1

Provide role model for students 81.5 96.1 82.8

Reference: Appendixes E and F, Tables 27.GE and 27-P

TABLE 82

Ways of Assisting, Student Learning

PERCENTAGE OF FACULTY MEMBERS REPORTING THAT:

'To assist student lewning, the following are much like what I do in my Introductory course':
(A) 'Provide extra help sessions;
(B) "Provide structure to clarify matenal;*
(C) 'Find ways to motivate students,'
(D) 'Show personal concern for students.'

(A)
Ext. Help

(B)
Clarify

(C)
Motivate

(D)
Concern

English composition 62.7 82.0 84.7 94.9
Literature 42.3 79.3 83.7 92.9
History 46.3 83.9 79.4 90.4
Sociology 45.3 81.9 83.4 90.7
Psychology 45.0 84.3 84,9 90.4
Biology 47.2 79.7 79.5 91.2
Mathematics 62.0 84.0 68.6 91.1
Fine arts 37.9 78.7 82.3 93.6
Romance languages 573 91.1 85.3 97,7
Educational psychology 41.7 87.5 85.5 100.0
Nursing 76.1 92.6 88.1 100.0
Business 36.3 79.1 85.8 95.6

All faculty 51.3 82.9 81.3 93,1

Referen4e: Appendix E and F, Tables 27GE and 27 .P
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Monitoring Learning

Faculty members use various indicators to monitor students' involvement in their
learning and have varying degrees of confidence in the accuracy of the indicators.
Simplified results, focusing on the percentage reporting that the indicators are used
daily, are summarized in Tables 83 and 84. (For more detail, see Appendix E, Table
28.)

Faculty most frequently use personal observations to determine if students are
involved. For example, Table 83 shows some indicators that faculty members said
they use frequently, such as watching student faces, observing discussions, and
monitoring class attendance. Table 84 shows the percentage of instructors who said
they had 95% confidence that these frequently used indicators are correct. The fact
that faculty frequently use an indicator of involvement does not mean they have a
high degree of confidence in it.

Overall, combining indicators used at least weekly or daily, more than 60% of faculty
members said they observe how frequently students visit them in their offices, ask
questions after class, and complete assignments on a daily or weekly basis.

Faculty members use exams and assignments as monitoring devices on a less fre-
quent basis than personal observations. Student journals are used very infrequently,
and primarily by composition and literature instructors. Only 8.0% of the faculty
said student evaluations were not applicable, but such evaluations were not used for
frequent feedback. Overall, about 85% of the faculty said they use such evaluations
monthly or less frequently, indicating that most faculty probably use such evalu-
ations only at the end of the term.

Another way to interpret these data is to combine items faculty feel are not applicable
in their field with those they use only monthly to determine which strategies are used
least often (Table 85).

This tally provides little new information to those familiar with college teaching.
Faculty members have strongest confidence in traditional ways of monitoring student
learning, including exams, papers, and completed assignmcnts: they use these
indicators most frequently (Appendixes E and F, Table 29).

Disciplines differed in expected ways: faculty from concept-oriented subjects, such
as biology and mathematics, relied more heavily on examinations: faculty teaching
courses that develop oral skills (such as Romance languages) relied more heavily on
class discussions. When each discipline was considered separately, faculty at
smaller types of colleges put more confidence in class attendance as an indicator.
Factor analysis of this set of items (Appendix 0, Table 20) indicates that faculty are
likely to rely on several similar strategies within these general types, such as personal
observations, written assignments, and examinations.

Summary

Our notion of the patterns of course decisions that lead to course "form" are still
incomplete. We now know that most faculty members select subject matter first but
others establish goals and objectives or select learning materials as a first step. The
fimt steps that faculty members take are often characteristic of the field they teach
and are closely related to educational beliefs and influences typical for that field. We
do not yet have a good grasp, either, on the ways faculty use feedback they obtain to
revise their course planning strategies.
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TABLE $3

Useful Indicators of Student Involvement

INDICATOR

GENERAL
EDUCATION

(ns2105)
(S)

PRE-
PROFESSIONAL

(n400)
(S)

(A62311)
(S)

Examine results of quizzes/exams
Daily 4.3 1.5 4.0
NA 4.3 2.4 4.2

Watch student faces
Daily 88.0 78.6 87.2
NA 2.5 1.0 2.4

Observe discussions and participation
Daily 73.7 70.9 73.5
NA 4.0 1.0 3.8

Observe after-class questions
Daily 43.4 38.4 42.9
NA 16.8 15.8 16.7

Observe frequency of student office visit
Daily 28.4 27.5 28.3
NA 17.3 16.2 17.2

Observing class attendance
Daily 79.4 70.4 78.8
NA 3.2 4.4 3.3

Observing frequency of completing assignments
Daily 35.2 28.2 34.6
NA 13.1 10.2 12.8

Analyze student papers and themes
Daily 14.9 9.8 14.4
NA 22.7 16.7 22.1

Examine student course evaluations
Daily 4.1 5.9 4.2
NA 8.4 4.4 8.0

Analyze student journals
Daily 2.0 1.0 1.9
NA 68.6 67.3 68.5

Reference: Appendix E and F, Tables 28-GE and 28 P
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1.30

TABLE

Monitoring Indicators Faculty Use Most Often

INDICATOR DAILY WEEKLY CONFIDENCE

Watching student faces 88.0% 7.3% 45.7%

Class attendance 78.6% 13.9% 39.9%

Obsening discussions and student participation 73.5% 19.4% 50.0%

Re Wends: Appendixes E and F, Tables 28-GE and 28-P.

TABLE 85

Monitoring Indicators Faculty Use Least Often

INDICATOR
(A)

140T APPLICABLE

(8)
'MONTHLY

USE'

(A+B)
INFREQUENT

USE'
15%

CONFIDENCE'

Watch faces 2.4 2.4 4.8 46.0

Attendance 3.2 4.0 '? 39.9

Class discussion 4.0 3.3 7,3 49.7

After-class discussion 16.7 17.0 33.7 20.9

Off loe visits 17.2 21.5 38.7 15.4

Exams results 4 2 53.8 58.0 62.2

Complete assignments 12.8 19.1 31.9 46.5

Student papers 22.1 34.6 56.7 60.5

Student evaluations 8.0 84.7 92.7 21.4

Student iournals 68 5 24.8 93 3 7.7

itetemos: Appendixes E and F, Tables 29-GE and 29.P
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Chapter 5. Refining and Using the Contextual Filters Model

This survey of influences on course planning among college faculty confirmed and
extended a list of influences and planning steps identified in earlier interviews. Based
on the interviews, we developed the contextual filters model of course planning. The data
from the study presented here allowed us to refine the model. We found that influences
represented in the original model are present on most campuses, but their importance
varies dramatically for different teaching fields. The importance of each influence also
varies, but less dramatically, with the type of college. Since the model is essentially
descriptive rather than prescriptive, with variations occurring by setting and discipline,
perhaps it is best described as a theme with observable variations. The model does not
describe or advocate a "best way" to plan courses.

As far as we know, this was the first large-scale, nationally representative study of course
planning in higher education. Although descriptive data from a survey cannot generate
rules for good course planning, the data can help faculty to identify planning alternatives.
In addition, understanding which factors influence planning choices can help faculty
plan better and thus improve student learning. To facilitate discussion of planning
options and influences by faculty, we are modifying our survey instrument and
developing an accompanying manual that individual colleges or departments may use for
group self-study.

In this final chapter we expand on the results reported in preceding chapters by refining
and illustrating the contextual filters model. Then we discuss questions arising from the
findings and suggest avenues for additional research. Finally,we mention briefly several
practical applications of what we have learned thus far about course planning.

Our survey results confirmed the usefulness ofour original contextual filters model in
describing course planning. We continue to observe that "content influences"the
discipline taught, the instructor's training in it, and the educational beliefs typically
associated with itmost strongly influence how faculty members plan courses. The ways
faculty typically arrange course subject matter and how theymon :Dr and assist student
learning also are discipline-related.

Beyond these field-specific influences, the college context in which the course planning
takes place may also influence a faculty member's planning. Among the strongest
"contextual influences" are the characteristics of students and the goals of students,
programs, and colleges. Other influences are either far less potent or faculty are less
aware of them; they may be important only in certain fields or settings. Thus, the college
setting serves as a mediator of the content influences on planning rather thanas a prime
catalyst for educational decisions.

Although the model identifies and Mcludes most existing Influenceson course planning,
the strength of each influence depends first on the discipline being taught and, as we have
mentioned, less strongly on the college setting. Thus, the model is a basic framework
whose elements can be more completely specified for each field and, in some cases, for
the type of college. Finally, although faculty members teaching in a given discipline or
group of related disciplines often bring similar perspectives to course planning, not all
faculty members within a discipline think alike, Because of theirown backgrounds, prior
teaching experiences, and other factors, as well as their teaching context, a few faculty
members in each field will plan quite differently from their colleagues.
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To illustrate these conclusions about the contextual filters model, we proceed in four
steps.

First, we describe the components of the model, that is, the various influences on
introductory course planning that we have identified. This version of the model is the
basic framework and includes a wide variety of potential influences, only some of which
are important in a given situation. Our purpose is to describe the parts of the framework
and our understanding of the relationships among them.

Second, we shade the components of the model to represent a composite model
graphically, The composite model shows the relative importance of the influences to the
nationally representative group of faculty respondents to our survey-2,311 faculty
members teaching introductory courses in twelve fields at 97 colleges. This composite
model does not represent any single instructor's planning strategies since the importance
ascribed to each component depends on the particular mix of faculty members respond-
ing to the survey. It does serve, however, to identify planning influences that are
particularly important or unimportant to large numbers of faculty members. In this
sense, the composite model is a useful heuristic to guide discussion of course planning.

Third, we use the basic framework to develop four field-specific profiles approximating
the strength of the influences on faculty members teaching diverse fields. The four
profiles illustrate clusters of fields in which faculty hold similar beliefs about the nature
of the disciplines and the purposes of education, In each graphic portrayal, we have used
succinct labels to represent complex constructs originally embedded in detailed state-
ments or lists of diverse items. In reading these sections, the reader may wish to return
occasionally to Chapters 2 through 4 for full descriptions of each influence.

Finally, we provide, in greater detail, some comparisons of faculty members' responses
in various disciplines that allow the reader to estimate a field-specific profile for a
discipline of specific interest.

The Basic Contextual Filters Model

Content and Background Considerations

Faculty responses to questions about their disciplines, backgrounds, and educational
beliefs reinforced our earlier sense that these influences on course planning are difficult
to separate and must be treated as linked together. We called the combination of these
three sets "content and background considerations" or simply "content." Our survey
tapped this group of influences through several overlapping sets of questions: faculty
demographics, estimates of important reasons for choosing content, ratings of various
statements describing educational beliefs, and faculty characterirations of their fields.
Because of the overlap, we exercised latitude in combining two sets of data to develop the
framework for content influence. Thus, the elements of the basic framework shown in
Figure 24 do not correspond precisely to either the six content factors we derived in Table
31 or the eight statements of educational beliefs thatwere included in the survey. Rather,
we have provided places in the model for important content influences drawn from either
or both of these survey sections.

On the left side of Figure 24 we show influences on course planning due to faculty
background and characteristics, including training. We placed these influences as the
first frame in the model because faculty background, training, and relatively stable
values and beliefs about the world generally characterize instructors before they assume
the course planning role. Among faculty, scholarly training includes discipline-related
non-academic work experience before, during, or after assuming the teaching position,
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Content and Background Considerations
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Figure 24. Relationship of content and background considerations.

133



Pkmntng Introductory College Courses

134

although few faculty members reported such experiences. Similarly, pedagogical
training for college teachers includes that acquired on the jobsince, for many, this is
the only training they received. We did not incorporate faculty members' personal
characteristics (age and gender), since faculty believed these characteristics were not
influential and we found weak relationships between them and other influences on
course planning.

The basic framework next shows three key faculty views of their academic fields. These
statistically derived composite characterizations captured most of the faculty views in
our sample. (See Chapter 2 for more complete descriptions of these views.) The arrow
from faculty background characteristics to disciplinary views implies that background
probably influences one's views of the teaching field.

Finally, the third content segment of the model includes seven different beliefs about the
purposes of education. Faculty members may endorse more than one of these belief's as
important, but they seldom endorse all with equal fervor. Five of the beliefs are
statements that faculty respondents in our survey rated directly: effective thinking, value
clarification, social change, great ideas, and vocational development (see Chapter 2 for
more complete survey statements). The remaining two beliefs, labeled "concept learning"
and "students' personal and intellectual development," were not included in the set of
beliefs about educational purpose in the initial survey: rather, they emerged in statistical
analysis as tile important objectives many faculty hoped to achieve in selecting certain
course content. Thus, they earned a place in the educational purpose section of the
model.

Based on the survey items that defined it, concept learning is a primary teaching goal of
many faculty. Concept learning includes learnirg disciplinary and interdisciplinary
concepts, understanding modes of inquiry, learning great ideas of the field, and
understanding the relationships among ideas. In part, this educational purpose might
be viewed as learning a discipline for its own inherent int2rest or value. The construct
we called "student personal and intellecLual development" included such related
objectives as teaching students to search for meaning, to integrate ideas, to explore
diverse viewpoints, and to develop a desire to investigate further on their own.

We use a two-way arrow between faculty views of their academic field and the purposes
they espouse for education because we have no reason to assume that one of these sets
of content influences develops before the other. Rather, from talking with faculty, we
hypothesize that the interaction is dynamic and reciprocalchanging one's view of the
discipline might change one's preferred view of educational purposes, or the reverse. We
have drawn an additional arrow to show that faculty background also may influence
faculty beliefs about educational purposes directly, without being modified by a
disciplinary view. An examt le is a faculty member teaching in a denominational college
who adheres to the college's religiously defined purpose, regardless of the field taught.

Contextual Filters

Deriving the contextual filters framework of the model (Figure 25) was somewhat more
straightforward than the content section just discussed because the sets of influences
were more directly encompassed by the survey items. We included comprehensive lists
of potential contextual influences for faculty members to rate in the survey. The eight
sets of influences derived through factor analysis resembled, butwere not identical to,
our a priori groupings. The frame labeled "other influences" can include institutional
characteristics or other potentially important local considerations. As will become
apparent shortly, we have arranged the influence frames to suggest that some sets are
effective "filters" that screen or modify faculty views about course planning, while others

fliu



Planning Introductory College Courses

135

are bypassed with little effect. Recall, too, that these sets represent faculty perceptbns
of what influences them in planning. While we know faculty generally reported their
views accurately, some existing influences may have gone unnoticed. For example,
institutional size may affect planning in distinct ways about which the faculty member
is not conscious.

Course Decisions

Based on our earlier interviews, survey results, and subsequent conversations with
faculty groups, we learned that context factors serve as mediators of the content in
selecting instructional goals and activities. For example, the characteristics of students
enrolled in a particular college setting may modify the way an instructor presents his or
her discipline to students, but it is unlikely to change his or her own view of the discipline.

Tht section of our model concerned with how content considerations, modified by
contextual influences, actually are translated into course decisions (Figure 26) is still
underdeveloped. Most, but by no means all, faculty members select course content as
a first step in course planning. Selecting learning materials and activities is often a last
step, but not always. At some point in the process, specific arrangements of subject
matter are chosen.

The strong correlations between the subject matter arrangements faculty said they used
in their eJurses and their educational beliefs and disciplinary views suggest that subject
matter arrangements may depend on discipline, irrespective of other influences and
steps in course pLnning. To convey this graphically, we show subject matter selection
as the point of entry to the course decision part of the framework; a solid arrow traces
a direct path from selecting subject matter to choosing ways of arranging it. For many
instructors, consciously attending to course objectives and selecting materials and
activities may be brief "side trips" on the journey from discipline to content arrangement.

The dark arrows in the course decision part of the diagram show planning routes that
faculty implied were quite common; the light arrows show routes thatmay be used less
frequently or in special instances. Among college faculty, the decision-making process
of course planning surely is seldom linear, it may move in varied ways among the decision
points, revisiting each in a spiraling or iterative pattern. Finally, as we learned in our
earlier interviews, the planning decisions made first may depend on whether the course
is being routinely updated or substantially revised.

feedback

Course planning occurs periodically with varying degrees of thoroughness and intensity.
From our own teaching experiences, we know that the frequency and types of planning
undertaken can vary based on instructors' assessment of success in a previous iteration.
Thus, we have speculated that instructors may change their attention to either content
or context influences, or both, based on the perceived success of course-planning
decisions. This speculation is portrayed in the contextual filters model by feedback paths
from decisions to each set of influences.

Most typically, we believe, the strength of the context influence changes as a result of
feedback. For example, as a result of a course experience that is unsatisfying, an
instructor may give added attention to student goals. Or, a faculty member in a college
with a very distinctive mission may be influenced minimally by that mission the first time
a course is planned, but more strongly influenced thereafter. In rarer instances, faculty
beliefs about the purposes of education may change as well. Based on their degree of
success in teaching certain types of students, for example, faculty members who
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emphasize disciplinary concepts may modify their attention to student goals, giving
increased importance to how students will use these concepts in their future occupa-
tions.

The Refined Composite Model

Up to this point, we have discussed the elements of the basic contextual filters model and
how they relate to each other. Now we present the composite model to illustrate the
importance of each element to the total group of faculty surveyed. In graphically
representing this composite model (Figure 27), we used shading rather than numbers to
represent our interpretation because the varied metrics (including both factor-based
indices and Likert-type scales) used in different parts of our survey analysis could
confuse rather than clarify.

Most faculty believe their scholarly training is the strongest influence on course planning,
followed by teaching experience and pedagogical training. Religious and political beliefs
are far less important; at least faculty are aware of them only in specific settings and
disciplines.

Among faculty surveyed (those teaching introductory courses in selected general
education and professional fields), three academic field views were about equally
common: (1) the academic field as an organized body of knowledge; (2) the academic field
as a group of scholars exploring the world or explaining phenomena; and (3) the academic
field as a set of skills to be mastered and applied. A slightly greater number of faculty
aaid they viewed their field as an organized body of knowledge rather than either as a
group of scholars or a set of skills. The relative frequencies of these disciplinary views
would be different with a dr erent mix of faculty.

Among the purposes of education, nearly all faculty members felt that effective thinking
was of primary importance. Consistent with their view of the discipline as an organized
body of knowledge, many also felt that learning concepts (including modes of inquiry and
interrelatedness of disciplines) was important, In our sample, smaller numbers endorsed
as their primary purpose the personal and intellectual development of students, value
clarification, or social change. The least frequently endorsed purposes of education
among our survey respondents were learning great ideas and vocational development.
Again, the relative importance given to each of these purposeb depends on the discipli-
nary mix of faculty surveyed.

Among the contextual factors that may affect course planning, student characteristics
emerged as the most important influence among faculty generally. Note, however, that
this most important contextual influence was slightly less important than the strongest
content influences. College and program goals were believed to be quite influential but
student goals slightly less so. Pragmatic factors (including textbook availability, class
size, schedule, calendar, etc.) was one of the remaining six sets of influences faculty
respondents viewed as relatively unimportant in planning.

As previously mentioned, we know less about the course decisions faculty make than
about their perceptions of influences. Pending further analysis, we have shown "selecting
subject matter" and "arranging" it as more important for faculty generally than the "side
trips" of "establishing objectives" and "selecting learning materials." When discussing
feedback, our faculty respondents told us that they observe how effectively students are
learning in a variety of ways and that these observations contribute to their judgments
about teaching effectiveness. Our knowledge of whether this feedback actually affects
the strength of context or content influences on future course planning remains
speculative.
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Four Fle Id-Specific Profiles of Course Planning

The four examples of course planning we have chosen to illustrate apply to groups of
faculty. We will describe each of them briefly then discuss each in more detail. Profile
One (Figure 28) represents faculty who view their field as a group of related interests,
values, or scholars exploring these common interests and values. These faculty tend to
select content to maximize students' personal development, enjoyment, search for
meaning in life, useful problem solving, and ability to investigate independently. This
orientation is exemplified in our particular sample by literature instructors. Less
strongly and with some variations, it also describes many faculty teaching fine arts
(appreciation courses, not performance or theory) and history.

Profile Two (Figure 29) includes faculty who view their field as an organized body of
knowledge, including sets of principles, operations, and a mode of inquiry. These faculty
are primarily interested in transmitting information about the organized knowledge base
to students and helping students to interrelate ideas. This orientation is exemplified
by biology, and to a lesser extent sociology and psychology.

Faculty portrayed in Profile Three (Figure 30) view their subject as a set of skills to be
learned and applied. To some extent, too, theymay be interested in selecting content to
insure development of basic skills useful in problem-solving, work, and career choice.
The pattern is exemplified by English composition instructors and, to varying degrees,
also fits introductory mathematics and Romance language faculty.

Profile Four (Figure 31) describes the planning assumptions of faculty members teaching
introductory courses in business, a popular undergraduate major field today. In its
emphasis on vocational purpose and the importance of student goals, this profile
resembles that for the other introductory preprofessionalcourses in our survey, nursing
and educational psychology. In other respects, such as the influence of such contextual
factors as facilities, however, the three preprofessional fields we studied were dissimilar.

It should be stressed that these examples are empirically based portrayals of faculty who
teach specific types and levels of COUrSC: . Most of these courses were either general
education or college-wide core courses, not courses for majors or remedial courses. The
courses were offered most frequent: j by single-field departments or divisions consisting
of related fields and taught by both full-time and part-time faculty members. Even so,
these sampling limitations are not too serious. Related analyses now in progress indicate
that a subsample of these faculty members reported similar planning influences for
upper-level courses they taught in the same discipline, and that planning influences on
part-time and full-time faculty teaching the same field differed minimally.

Faculty members teaching introductory literature courses attributed strong influence on
course planning to their scholarly training and very little influence to pedagogical
training; typically they have little formal training in how to teach. Although there is
variation armng these instructors, the most striking characterization of their field Is the
view of many that literature is best represented by a group of scholars who pursue related
interests. Literature faculty stand out from others in the emphasis they placed on value
clarification and students' intellectual and personal development as key educational
purposes. They use exposure to literature, sometimes including *great ideas," as a way
to achieve these outcomes. Often, but not always, clarifying values may be linked with
concern for social causes.

Literature teachers were strongly influenced by student characteristics but little by
facilities, advice, and services available on campus or by external influences. For them,
establishing course objectives seemed slightly less important than for faculty in many
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other fields; possibly the specific literature chosen for study and the activities based on
this literature may be botn the medium and the message. That is, the materials are
chosen so as to incorporate the objectives of the course within them; choosing materials
is not easily separated from choosing learning activities.

Biology instructors attributed strong influence to their scholarly training; and a view of
biology as an organized body of knowledge predominated. Along with fostering effective
thinking, the instructors hoped to teach the organized concepts and principles of their
discipline to students, While they did not reject other educational purposes, biology
instructors were somewhat less committed to them. Some biologists in our group were
particularly interested in each of the edvcational purposes; some were interested in
social causes, such as environmental concerns, while others were interested in the
relationship of biology and value clarification. Although they did not attach extremely
high importance to vocational purposes, biology instructors were more sympathetic
toward them than, say, literature instructors. Possibly this is because they are
responsible for many introductory biology students who contemplate careers in the
various health sciences.

Most contextual influences were only moderately influential for biology instructors. In
light of their relatively strong interest in transmitting concepts, student characteristics
and goals were less important than for some other faculty groups. Facilities, however,
tended to be moderately important.

Biology instructors were more concerned with selecting and arranging content than
faculty in some other fields. The selection of content is relatd to their view that concepts
are to be learned. Within the field, arrangement of material is a topic for consideration
or even debate because the molecular biologists believe in starting with small life units
and moving toward more comprehensive views, while the ecologists may take the reverse
position.

English composition instructors stood out from others because they believed they were
engaged in teaching students a set of skills. Although faculty members may belong to
a community of scholars in relation to another course they teach, such as literature, they
did not see the field of composition as either an organized body of knowledge or a group
of scholars, Stronger attributions of influence to pedagogical training and teaching
experience also distinguished English composition teachers from their colleagues
teaching literature. This may be due to their background, which often includes
pedagogical training and high school teaching, or it may be due, in part, to recent
emphasis on pedagogy of English composition in various associations.

Beyond effective thinking, English composition instructors tended to espouse a variety
of secondary educational purposes for their students, Perhaps they try to achieve these
secondary purposes through the types of writing assignments students pursue.

English composition faculty members tended to see writing as a process of active, not
passive, educational activity. Thus, both student characteristics and student goals were
important.

Perhaps becaun their role is one of collegc-wide service, college and program mission
was an important contextual influence, Quite possibly because the skills to be learned
are already clear, composition faculty less often said they establish goals for the course
or select subject matter. Rather they emphasize selecting learning activities.

Of the four profiles illustrated here, instructors teaching introductory business courses
least often considered scholarly training an extremely strong influence on course
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planning. This group undoubtedly draws, instead, on work experience outside academe
in course planning. Similarly, business instructors did not strongly endorse a view of
their field as a group of scholars but characterized it primarily as an organized body of
knowledge. Not surprisingly, among several educat purposes that are important to
business instructors, vocational development of si .A:ont'.8 (including searching for an
appropriate career) stands out.

Among contextual influences, students' goals are more important than their character-
istics, a reversal from the other profiles based on general education fields. Understanda-
bly, too, external influences (the job market, accrediting agencies, and employers) are
more important to instructors in this preprofessional field than to many general
education faculty.

The steps business instructors reported as they plan courses seemed much like that
reported by faculty in our total sample. Probably, there are a variety of patterns wit. _ln
the group.

Other Potential Field-SpecIfic Examples

To illustrate the explanatory potential of the contextual filters model, we have briefly
described examples of three fields as illustrative of discipline clusters, and e field
(business) as a possibly unique representative of introductory courses in professional
fields. Now, we take a more detailed approach, providing a EA' .1';;; of graphs that compare
the disciplines for many of the separate elements of the coigextual filters model. The
differences between disciplines in various clusters are most pronounced, but even fields
within a cluster differ in some respects. These variations show how we might have
constructed several other field-specific cases and allow the reader to estimate the
strength of elements in the contextual filters model for fields of interest.

For example, in Figure 32 we represent the specific patterns of variation of the fields
included in our survey on the three views of the disciplines we have described earlier for
the four field-specific profiles. Note that while we chose to use biology as illustrative of
Pattern 1 (view of the field as an organized body of knowledge) in the model above, we
might have chosen psychology, mathematics, nursing, sociology, or educational psychol-
ogy. Faculty in all of these fields were more likely than their colleagues in other fields to
view their discipline as an organized body of knowledge. Similarly, we chose literature
as illustrative of Pattern 2 and English composition as illustrative of Pattern 3, but we
might have made other selections.

In a similar way, by comparing standard scores on the statistical factors we derived,
Figure 33 illustrates how the disciplines varied in faculty attributions of influence to
various background and content influences. To consider only one example from this
figure, Graph f shows the importance that faculty members attribute to their own
educational beliefs in course planning. At one end of our continuum, English composi-
tion instructors think their beliefs are very influential; at the other end, biology
instructors think their own beliefs are far less influential. The graphs in Figure 33
representing each of the other sets of beliefs may be interpreted similarly. Cur
comparison here is more detailed than that in the contextual filters model where each of
seven different beliefs was extmined for only four examples.

To examine similarities and differences among discipline groups for several planning
influences simultaneously, we used discriminant analysis. This statistical technique
helps to identify differences among the disciplines on one or more composite dimensions
and permits graphic *mapping" of the groups on these dimensions in relation to
perpendicular axes. We were interested in mapping the fields based on the degree of

172
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influence they ascribed to the "content and background" and "contextual" influences,
respectively. We used empirically derived factor scores for each influence element as our
primary variables that were likely to distinguish among the discipline groups. Although
the statistical details are not provided here, the mapping of fields for the content
elements, as seen in Figure 34 shows that two composite dimensions were derivel and
plotted.

In interpreting the plot, note that fields nearest each other in the figure are similar on the
dimensions that characterize the axes. In this case, based on their proximity along the
horizontal axis, mathematics, nursing, and language instructors share an orientation
related to vocational training and pedagogy that differs from the orientation shared by
history and literature instructors. As displayed on the vertical dimension, however,
mathematics and language instructors may be distinguished in another respect: the
math instructors are more concerned with teaching concepts and the language instruc-
tors with teaching skins.

In Figure 35, we graphically display the academic field variations on the eight contextual
influences included in the model. These eight graphs present a more detailed picture of
the academic field differences than was possible by applying the model to four illustrative
fields. In the previous stction, for example, we chose business to illustrate the
professional fields. For business, 'external influences" were viewed as strong contextual
influences on planning, at least in relation to the general education fields. Compara-
tively, however, faculty in nursing and educational psychology rP oorted even stronger
external influence than those in business (see Graph d). We also n.entioned that biology
instructors reported that facilities were influential. As Graph h indicates, biologists are
joined by fine arts, nursing, psychology and Romance language instructors in viewing
this as a strong influence, probably based on the preference of these faculty to use
laboratory, clinical, or practice facilities.

Using the same statistical mapping techniques as for Figure 34, we distinguished the
academic fields based on their view of the importance of contextual influences in course
planning. As shown in Figure 36, the two important composite dimensions distinguish-
ing the fields are the influence of facilities and assistance (represented along the
horizontal axis) and the influence of external influences (on the vertical axis). Relative
to these axes, the fields are located where an experienced observer would expect them
to be. Nursing instructors experience strong influence from both external influences
(accrediting agencies, employers, the nursing profession) and availability of facilities
(clinical sites and laboratories), while literature instructors are only weakly influenced
by either external forces or available facilities.

Variations Within Academic Fields

Although we have emphasized how the disciplines differ on our framework for course
planning, we do not want to convey the idea that facultyteaching in a particular field were
unanimous in their views. Thus, although we have discussed these variations among
disciplines throughout this report, we summarize the variations within disciplines on
major portions of the model in Figures 37 through 39 below. Figure 37 provides a graphic
illustration of the variation among faculty within each academic field as they chose an
educational belief "most like mine." Figure 38 provides a similar summary for faculty
responses about their "first step" in course planning. Finally, Figure 39 summarizes the
diversity of views within disciplines of course arrangements that faculty reported as
"most like my course." These illustrations should make it clear that the generalizations
described for four fields to illustrate the contextual filters model should not be interpreted
to mean that there is always consensus within fields.
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Variations by College Type

1111611111110.1

We nave said little about variations of influences on course planning by college type,
strewing that these variations were minor compared to the rariations by disciplines. In
every analysis comparing types of colleges, we believe that faculty teaching in different
disciplines must be studied separately if we are to understand their planning behavior.

Using an analysis of variance of mean scores, we compared responses of faculty in each
discipline for each of six college types, These comparisons were made for each of the
derived content and context factors. The results can be summarized briefly:

1. Faculty views of their discipline vary little by college type. The few existing
differences centered on whether the field should be viewed as a group of scholars
and occurred in biology, mathematics, fine arts, and Romance languages.

2. For faculty background and content influences, only the influence of pedagogical
training (including some overlap with vocational orientation) differed among
colleges. This implies that even in the same fields, pedagogical training is seen
as more influential at some types of colleges.

3. Finally, for contextual influences on course planning, two differences by college
type stood out: variations in the strength of external influences for every field: and
variations in the influence of student goals for certain fields. In community
colleges, for example, these influences were considered more important than at
selective liberal arts colleges.
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Chapter 6, Practical Appilcations and Further Research

Conclusion

Many authors have described varied "cultures" among faculty on campises, basing their
descriptions on faculty views of the purposes of education (Gamson, 1965), purposes and
processes of education (Stark & Morstain, 1978), discipline paradigms (Biglan, 1973),
and conflicting views of the work environment between faculty members and adminis-
trators (Lawrence, Blackburn, Pitney, & Trautvetter 1988). While studying faculty
course planning, a quite different research question, we have also uncovered varied
cultures on a single campus. Course planning is not independent of the purposes and
paradigms that have been studied previously and described in terms of diverse cultures.
But course planning is an intermediate process between the group discipline norms and
the actual classroom processes usually described as teaching. Without planning,
conscious or unconscious, organized teaching does not take place. By raising faculty
consciousness about thc assumptions underlying their plans, teaching alternatives can
be developed.

Many of the influences in our model are beyond the control of the individual faculty
member. For example, most instructors cannot directly control the college mission or the
characteristics of entering students. However, some influences can be adjusted by
faculty members, if the need is clear and a desire exists. For example, faculty members
may return to their own scholarly and pedagogical training or adjust their basic views of
educational purpose to better accommodate new students and new settings. Indeed, in
our interviews, we encountered experienced faculty members who were in the process of
developing totally new views of how they might plan courses and to what ends.

As another example of an existing cortoldual influence, a faculty member typically
cannot change the size of a class. An instructor can decide, however, to deal with this
influence in various ways-that is, to plan only lectures for big classes or to seek ways to
promote small-group relationships. In some cases, others besides the faculty member
can adjust the amount of attention paid to the influences, such as when discussions of
program mission are initiated. To allow groups of faculty to explore these possibilities
and adapt them to their needs we have developed several practical applications of our
work.

Practical Applications of the Course-Planning Study

Based on the ideas that emerged in the interviews and survey of course planning, we have
developed a short guidebook, Preparing Course Syllabi for Improved Communication
(Lowther, Stark, & Martens, 1989). This guide will be helpful as a planning device to
organize a course and to provide students with information about course content, the
instructor's expectations, the instructor's methods of instruction and evaluation, and the
overall course rationale. New instructors can use the guide as a checklist of what might
be included, or it can be used by groups of faculty from different disciplines to stimulate
discussion about improving communication with students. O. number of the items
included in the guide may seem obvious to the experienced instructor. We found,
however, that these items were often omitted in the syllabi we examined, and faculty
seldom mentioned them in interviews. The effect of documenting in the syllabus the key
planning assumptions for a course and also communicating them more fully to students
is open to verification. We have encouraged faculty to experiment with longer and shorter
syllabi and to evaluate the effect on students.
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A second guidebook, based on similar ideas, is entitled Planning a College Course: A
Guidebook for the Graduate Teaching Assistant (Ryan & Martens, 1989). This guide,
written by two graduate teaching assistants who also assisted in our stu,'y of course
planning, aims to provide planning considerations and options for the graduate teaching
assistant. Teaching assistants, or new instructors, are encouraged to define and
understand their own purposes of education and to review consciously the planning
steps they take. As the authors state, "All educators must articulate for themselves a core
set of beliefs about the purposes of education." The new teacher is encouraged to reflect
on those ptr vs and practices that are unfamiliar, as well as those that are familiar,
before the ch. begins.

Finally, we are preparing a modified and condensed version of the course planning survey
used in this study and a manual to guide its use for self-assessment among small groups
of faculty. We continue to call this instrument the Course Planning Exploration because
its primary purpose is to explore, not to prescribe.

Some colleagues on college campuses have already adapted portions of the survey to
serve various pu rposes. To illustrate just one example, the questions were modified in
one case to determine the amount of emphasis faculty were giving during their planning
to the specific needs of minority students and women. As additional faculty members and
administrators discuss and experiment with the results of this sur vey, we hope to report
new related studies and practical advances in course planning.

Further Research

For purposes of brief discussion, we divided unresolved questions about faculty course
planning into three categories: (1) questions that we will answer through additional
analyses of existing data; (2) intriguing questions that probably require additional data;
and (3) questions that link to other projects already underway.

Additional Data Analyses

Our data base on ( ourse planning is extensive. In this report, we have only scratched
the surface of poss. de analyses and have developed a lengthy list of additional questions
to pursue. Many oi these require subdividing the response sample to compare faculty
members with unique characteristics, those who teach in specific settings, or those who
endorsed particular positions in the survey. Examples of such questions are listed below.

1. Do faculty perceptions of the autonomy of their program, or its interrelatedness
with other programs, Influence their planning?

2. Do the ways in which faculty members view their disciplines predispose them
toward particular course content arrangements and planning activities?

3. Do faculty members who seek assistance about teaching and learning from
locally available sources differ from others within their discipline who do not do
so?

4. What characterizes faculty members whose reports of planning influences and
behavior differ from those of others in their discipline?

5. Within the same disciplines, do faculty members teaching at the most selective
colleges plan differently from those at the least selective colleges?
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6. Within the same disciplines, do faculty members who report that their students
are not well prepared plan differently from those who believe the students are well
prepared? Do those who report that students exert little effort plan differently
from those who think students exert more effort?

7. What differences in course planning are exhibited by faculty in the same
discipline who are teaching large and small dames in similar settings?

8. Within the same disciplines, do faculty members who report considerable non-
academic work experience plan differently from those who have little or no such
experience? Those with lengthy versus those with brief teaching experience?
Those who teach only introductory courses versus those who also teach upper
division courses?

9. Within the same disciplines, do faculty members who try to help students relate
their discipline to other disciplines plan differently from those who do not? From
those who see their college mission as distinctive? As well understood? As a
particularly strong influence?

Additional Data Collections

Since our survey was already lengthy, we could not include some items that would help
answer specific questions. Some of the more interesting questions that we could pursue
with additional data include:

1. Do faculty with greater amounts of formal pedagogical training use different
resources, experience different influences, or take different steps in planning?
We can partially answer this question by comparing responses of faculty
members M educational psychology to responses of those in other fields. To
provide a thorough answer, however, we need more information about the
pedagogical training of faculty than we obtained in our survey.

2. What is the planning process, or way of thinking, that faculty use to translate their
assumptions and the impact of various influences into course planning deci-
sions? Answering this question would probably require asking faculty to record
their th( ughts, and, specifically, the alternatives they consider as they actually
plan. since our study has narrowed down the important influences that faculty
in sew ral fields take into account, a study based on our findings could focus
directly on important decisions and variables. Actual diaries or recordings of
college instructors' thoughts while planning also would confirm and validate our
findings.

3. Is there a novice-to-expert progression in course planning? What are the points
in the evolution of course planning behavior among teaching assistants and new
faculty members at which expanded alternatives and options in planning could
fruitfully be introduced? Longitudinal studies of the evolution of course planning
behavior ou1d help to answer this question.

4. What variations in planning may be attributed to the substantial variations in
depth of learning or focus within the discipline for introductory courses in certain
fields? For example, the mathematics courses included in our study ranged from
remedial courses to calculus. Fine arts courses included music, dance, and
theater, each taught from different perspectives, as well as focus variations within
each field, for example, music theory, music appreciation, and music history.
Some of the variations in course planning within fields shown in Figures 37 to 39
are probably due to these variations in levels as well as to varying types of colleges.

1 CI 5
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5. How do faculty perceptions of student preparation match more objective meas-
ures of academic achievement? We were struck by the differences between our
data on faculty views of student preparedness and those reported in 1989 by the
Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. We found that faculty in
the required basic skills areas were less likely to view their students as
underprepared than were faculty in humanities areas not emphasized by
secondary schools (Table 52). Although we believe our data are accurate since
our question (Figure 13) was answered by faculty in direct contact with students
in introductory courses, we know that faculty perceptions of underpreparedness,
presumably based on some consistent criterion, are not well understood.

6. What variations in original course plans are most likely to occur while the course
is being taught?

In addition to recognizing these questions, we made some observations that could form
the basis for further research. For example, we believe administrators will be surprised
at how little importance faculty attached to college goals. Program goals, while not
strongly influential, are somewhat more important to faculty members than college goals.
What can administrators do to emphasize the institutional missions and see it reflected
in course planning?

Our findings that faculty did not seek help from various campus service offices, including
instructional development offices, was not well received by those in charge of such offices.
Many of these services are offered extensively in research universities, which were not
included in our study, limiting the applicability of our results. Nonetheless, we believe
further study should be devoted to case studies of settings in which instructional
development offices are seen as particularly helpful by faculty. Since resources are set
aside to help faculty, it is prudent to determine whether they are well used and to improve
their usefulness in places where they are not often used. One implication of our results
is that workshops on generic teaching skills are unlikely to be well received by faculty;
our findings indicate that course planning, and possibly teaching strategies, should be
closely linked to the assumptions of the disciplir ..!s. Probably instructional development
efforts centered in departments would bebetter weceived than those intended for an entire
college or university.

An important issue left unresolved by our study is whether the influences perceived and
reported by faculty differ from actual influences on course planning. In one instance, we
believe there is surely a difference. Consider the case of English composition faculty
members who have never had computers available for writing instruction. They may say
that their current facilities and resources are adequate '...totause they have pens, paper,
and typewriters. However, those who have tried teachihr wOncomputers, but have too
few stations to accommodate students, are likely to notict, that facilities are lacking and
report available facilities as more influential in course planning. We believe this theme
of Important if I am aware of a need," may be P. significant limitation of our survey that
asked faculty to report their behavior and v,hat influences it.

A puzzling discrepancy arises in our results because faculty said that class size,
workload, tenure pressures, and related issues have little influence on e.ourse planning.
Almost any national oi local forum features faculty assertions to -he ....titrary, at least
when the activay being explored is teaching, in its entirety. We ha l.. c. nu way of knowing
why this puzzling result occurred for course planning.

In light of considerable national discussion of external examinations under the sassess-
ment" umbrella, we were surpriped to find only about 18% of faculty reporting that
college-wide examinations were an important influence fOr their course planning.
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Considguing the rapid spread of assessment initiatives, collec' ag further information
about Lie settings in which examinations are uscd and how they affect course planning
is important.

Many colleagues have suggested to us that the disciplinary and professional associations
to which faculty relate are an important entree to improve course planning and teaching.
Yet, faculty we surveyed did not attribute a strong influence to these sources. Why? By
what means might the disciplinary societies become more influential?

Our results remain weak in helping to link the influences faculty report to the decisions
they make about their courses. Causal research is often difficult but, having narrowed
the crucial variables somewhat, and recognizing the importance of discipline, these
relationships can eventually be specified more fully.

A final challenging question involves the relationship betweencourse planning and the
quality of instruction.

Links With Other Projects

In our studies, we encountered widely varying degrees of faculty autonomy in course
planning, ranging from pre-paLkaged courses to complete control. In some subjects
where college goals dictate skill development for all students, such as English composi-
tion and mathematics, faculty were unhappy about reduced autonomy. In other
situationzt. such as where professional norms and identity through an accrediting agency
promote adherence to standards, faculty members took pride in their consistent view of
how education should takf place. We think that the degree of autonomy faculty perceive
in course plaming is an important variable, and we plan to use it to select institutional
sites where we will study the assumptions and influences on academic planning at the
program level.

Finally, we were struck by faculty members' failure to see connections between their own
goals and those of students. From other research we are conducting on student goals,
we know that students are much more strongly concerned than faculty with how they will
use learning in their future lives. This discrepancy-between faculty who transmit
concepts for their own inherent value and students who want to know how to use these
concepts-is a persistent problem in American higher education. It deserves more
intensive study.
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Description of Carnegie Classification

The 1987 Carnegie classification includes all colleges and universities in the United
States listed in the 1985-86 Higher Education General Iriformation Survey qf Instil uticinal
Characteristics.

It groups institutions into categories on the basis of the level of degree offeredranging
from prebaccalaureate to the doctorateand the comprehensiveness of their missions.

The categories are as follows:

Research universities I: These institutions offer a full range of baccalaureate programs,
are committed to graduate education through the doctorate degree and give high priority
to research. They receive annually at least $33.5 million in federal support for research
and development' and award at least 50 Ph.D. degrees each year.2

Research universities II: These institutions offer a full range of baccalaureate programs,
are committed to graduate education through the doctorate degree, and give high priority
to research. They receive annually between $12.5-million and $33.5-million in federal
support for research and development' ani award at least 50 Ph.D. degreeseach year.2

Doctorate-granting universities I: In addition to offering a full range of baccalaureate
programs, the mission of these institutions includes a commitment to graduate educa-
tion through the doctorate degree. They award at least 40 Ph.D. degrees annually in five
or more academic disciplines.2

Doctorate-granting universities II: In addition to offering a full range of baccalaureate
programs, the mission of these institutions includes a commitment to graduate educa-
tion through the doctorate degree. They award annually 20 or more Ph.D. degrees in at
least one discipline or 10 or more Ph.D. degrees in three or more disciplines.2

Comprehensive universities and colleges I: These institutions offer baccalaureate
programs and, with few exceptions, graduate education through the master's degree.
More than half of their baccalaureate degrees are awarded in two or more occupational
or professional disciplines such as engineering or business administration.' All of the
institutions in this group enroll at least 2,500 full-time students.4

Comprehensive colleges and universities II: These institutions award more than half of
their baccalaureate degrees in two or more occupational or professional disciplines, such
as engineering or business administration, and many also offer graduate education
through the master's degree.3 All of the colleges and universities in this group enroll
between 1,500 and 2,500 full-time students.4

Liberal arts colleges I: These highly selective institutions3 are primarily undergraduate
colleges that award more than half of their baccalaureate degees in arts and science
fields.3

Liberal arts colleges II: These institutions are primarily undergraduate colleges that are
less selective and award more than half of their degrees in liberal arts fields.' This
category also includes a group of colleges (identified with an asterisk) that award lesa than
half of their degrees in liberal arts fieldsbut, with fewer than 1,500 students, are too small
to be considered comprehensive.

Two-year colleges and institutes: These institutions offer certificate or degree programs
through the Associate of Arts level and, with few exceptions, offer no baccalaureate
degrees.

1 1
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Professional schools and other specialized institutions: These institutions offer degrees
ranging from the bachelor's to the doctorate. At least 50 percent of the degrees awarded
by these institutions2 are in a single specialized field.

Specialized institutions include:

Theological seminaries, Bible colleges and other institutions offering de-
grees in religion. This category includes institutions where the primary purpose
of the institution is to offer religious instruction or train members of the clergy.

Medical schools and med1,.21 centers. These institutions award most of their
professional degrees in medicine. In some instances, their programs include
other health professional schools, such as dentistry, pharmacy, or nursing!'

Other separate health profession schools. Institutions in this category award
most of their degrees in such ilelds as chiropractory, pharmacy, or podiatry.

Schools of law. The schools included in this category award most of their degrees
in law. The list includes only institutions that are listed as separate campuses
in the Higher Education General Information Survey.

Schools of engineering and technolov. The institutions in this category award
at least a bachelor's degree in programs limited almost exclusively to technical
fields of study.

Schools of business and management. The schools in this category award most
of their bachelor's or graduate degrees in business or business-related programs.

Schools of art, music, and design. Institutions in this category award most of
their bachelor's or graduate degrees in art, music, design, architecture or some
combination of such fields.

Teachers colleges. Institutions in this category award most of their bachelor's
or graduate degrees in education or education-related fields

Other specialized institutions. Institutions in this category include graduate
centers, maritime academies, military institutes without liberal arts programs,
and institutions that do not fit any other classification category.

Corporate colleges and universities. These institutions are accredited, degree-
granting colleges and universities established by profit-making corporations.'
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Notes on Definitions

The years used in calculating averaAe federal support for research and development
were 1983, 1984, and 1985.

2 The academic year for determining the number of degrees awarded by institutions
was 1983-84.

3 The liberal arts disciplines include area studies, biological science, the fine arts,
foreign languages, letters, mathematics, physical sciences, psychology, and social
sciences, and interdisciplinary studies. Occupational/pre-professional disciplines
include agriculture, the natural sciences, architecture and environmental design,
business and management, communications, computer and information science,
education, engineering, the health professions, home economics, law, library sci-
ence, public affairs, and theology.

4 The years used for calculating average student enrollment were 1982, 1983, and
1984.

5 An index developed by Alexander W. Astin at the University of California at Los
Angeles is used to determine the selectivity of liberal arts colleges.

This category lists only institutions that appear in Higher Education General
Information Survey as separate campuses. Those seeking a complete listing of
accredited professional schools should consult publications of the separate profes-
sional associations, such as the annual reporton medical education published by the
American Medical Association,

7 Our list of corporate colleges and univemities is taken from Eurich, NellP. Corporate
Classrooms: The Learning Business (Princeton, N.J. , The Carnegie Foundation for the
Advancement of Teaching, 1985). Since that report was published some of the
institutions it included have become independent or part of other institutions.

Source: The Chronicle of Higher Educatiun. (July 8, 1987), pp. 22-30.



Planning Mtroducto College Courses

APPENDIX B

Institutional Variables



Planning Introductory College Courses

Institutional Selectivity Criteria

173

Four-year institutions were categorized by Barron's (1986) six levels of selectivity: (1)
most competitive, (2) highly competitive, (3) very competitive, (4) competitive, (5) less
competitive, and (6) noncompetitive. Peterson's (1987), which includes three levels of
selectivity (e.g., very difficult, minimally ana moderately difficult, and noncompetitive),
was used to determine selectivity for two-year institutions.

To make selectivity comparable between two-year and four-year institutions, the
investigators developed a three-tiered approach to match the three Peterson's selectivity
levels with the lowest three levels of Barroa's selectivity criteria. The table summarizes
how the two scales were matched.

Proposed Matching of institutional Selectivity for Four-Year and Two-Year institutions

Barron's
Four-Year Code

Peterson's
Two-Year

Most Competitive 6
Highly Competitive 5
Ve(y Competitive 4
Competitive 3 Very Difficult
Less Competitive 2 Minimally and Moderate Difficult
Noncompetitive 1 Noncompetitive

Sources: Barron's Profiles of American Colleges. (1986), Woodbury, NY: Barron's
Education Services (15th Edition). Peterson's Annual Guide to Undergradu-
ate Study: Two-Year Colleges 1988. (1987). Princeton, New Jersey:
Peterson's Guides (18th Edition).
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Comparison of Faculty Respondents with Various National Statistics
About Faculty Teaching in Two- and Four-Year Colleges

Comparisons with Other National Statistics

To further understand how the PICC sample of faculty teaching introduc-
tory courses compares with faculty generally, we have compared characteristics
of institutions and faculty members in the PICC sample and PICC survey
response with known statistics from various national sources. In reviewing
these comparisons, the reader should keep in mind that we did not sample
research universities or specialized colleges. Furthermore, most national data
bases contain relatively little information about part time faculty who make up
about one-fourth of PICC respondents.

Table I-A compares the PICC sample and PICC response set with some
institutional control and enrollment statistics from the Carnegie Classification
and the American Council on Education 1986-87 Factbook on Higher Education.
Table I-B also compares PICC faculty data withsome available data from the ACE
Factbook. The 1986-87 edition covers data collected for the years 1983 and
1984.

Tables I-A and I-B follow:
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TABLE MA

Miscellaneous Institutional Comparisons of Sample and Response with National Data

All Institutions PICC Sample PICC Response

Public Private Public Private Public Private

N. 258 N= 97

Doctoral I 56.9 43.1 40.0 60.0 100.0 0.0
Doctoral II 57.6 42.4 40.0 60.0 50.0 50.0
Comprehensive I 66.7 33.3 54.5 45.5 55.6 44.4
Comprehensive II 27.0 73.0 21.1 78.9 18.2 81.8
Liberal Arts I 0.8 99.2 6.7 93.3 20.0 80.0
Liberal Arts II 6.8 93.2 7.5 92.5 5.0 95.0
Two-year 72.0 28.0 74.6 25.6 78.9 1.1

Total 51.6 48.4 48.5 50.5

Enrollment PICC Sample PICC Response

Public Private Public Private Public Private

N. 258 N. 97

Doctoral I 70.5 29.5 38.2 61.8 100.0 0.0
Doctoral II 68.5 31.5 66.4 33.6 71.9 28.1
Comprehensive I 76.5 23.5 70.8 29.2 69.5 30.5
Comprehensive II 28.7 71.3 21.9 78.1 19.7 80.3
I lberal Arts l 2.0 98.0 4.5 95.5 12.6 87.4
Liberal Arts II 12.6 87.4 9.5 90.5 6.7 93.3
Two-year 94.1 5.9 95.5 4.5 96.2 3.8

Institutional Size: ( 1984 approximate)

Number of Students

ACE Factbook PICC Sample PICC Response

N=258 N. 97

Less than 1000 9% 79 30.6 25 25.8
1000-4,999 39% 120 46.5 49 50.5
5000-9,999 12% 32 2 4 14 14.4
10,000 and more 0% 27 0.5 9 9.3
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TABLE I-B

Miscallansous Comparisons of P1CC Sample and Response with National Faculty Data

Total faculty 711,000

Faculty 407,254 (57.3%)

National Data PICC Response

Four-year Two-year Four-year Two-year
schools schools schools schools

71.3% 28.7% 66.4% 33.6%

Male Female Male Female

75.0% 25.0% 64.8% 35.2%

National Data PICC Data

Four-year Two-year Four-year Two-yea
schools schools schools schools

Degrees held
Doctorate 27.3% 65.1% 18.9% 61.3%

Less than Doctorate 72.7% 34.9% 81.1% 38.7%

National Data PICC Data

Four-year wo-year Four-year Two-year
schools schools schools schools

Faculty Age
more than 60 8.8 10.3 10.8 6.3 6.6 5.4 9.3 9..,
51-60 23.3 8.2 25.4 19.0 23.5 15.5 31.1 18.9
41-50 34.3 36.9 34.8 31.8 40.8 36.4 34.1 34.9
36-40 15.3 19.3 15.3 19.4 16.8 24.5 15.1 18.7
3145 10.4 11.6 10.7 16.5 9.5 11.0 7.1 11.2
less than 30 2.8 3.7 3.0 7.0 2.8 7.2 2.9 7.0

National Data PICC Data

Faculty Rank'

Four-year
schools

Two-year
schools

Four-year
schools

Two-year
schools

Professor 25.8 14.0 45.3 16.2 15.3 9.3 34.5 14.6
Assoc Prof 19.3 19.1 27.3 23.9 11.8 9.6 2d.8 16.6
Assistant Prof 8.2 15.1 19.7 35.8 8.3 11.4 21.4 31.0
Instructor 27.6 31.4 4.8 16.0 24.8 30.6 6.8 19.4
Lecturer 0.6 1.5 2.1 5.2 19.3 20.7 5.8 16.5
No ranks here 17.4 14.9 0.2 0.8 20.5 18.4 2.7 1.9
Other 1.1 4.0 0.6 2.1

Senior Instructional Staff (includes adjuncts but not GSA).
Table 2.12,1985, pp. 110, The Condition_rd
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List of U, S. Geographic Regions

The nine regional geographic regions and the states they represent:

- New England
(CT,ME,MA1NH,RI,V1)

- Middle Atlantic
(NJ,NY,PA)

52uthaaittlantic
(FL,GA,NC,SC,VA,WV,MD,DE,DC)

- east South Atlantic
(AL,KY,MS,TN)

- West South Central
(LA,TX,AR.OK)

- East Central Central
(IL,IN,MI,OH,WI)

- Wot North Central
(MN,ND,SD,IA,NE,KS,M0)

- Mountain
(ID,MT,WY,UT,CO,AZ,NM)

- pacific
(CA,HI,OR,WA)

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce (1983).

.1 9 (,)
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List of Regional Accrediting Agencies

The six regional accrediting regions and the states they represent:

- Middle States Association of Colleges and Schoola
(DE,DC,MD,NJ,NY,PA,Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands)

- New England_As of SchoolsmsISDIkgel
(CT,ME,MA,NH,RI,VT)

- North Central Association of Colleges and Schools
(AZ.AR,CO,IL,IN,IA,KS,MI,MN,MO,NE,NM,ND,OH,OK,SD,WV,WI,WY)

11421112W1a1A152rlatign-91-'"Cand-C-Q14C11
I

(AK,ID,MT,NV,OR,UT,WA)

- Southern Association of Colleges and Schools
(AL,FL,GA,KY,LA,MS,NC,SC,TN,TX,VA)

- Western Assodation of Schools and Colleges
(CA,HI,Arnerican Samoa, Guam, Commonwealth of the Northern Marianas, and the
Trust of the Pacific Islands)

Source: Higher Education Directory (1987).
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List of States by Strength of Coordination

Classification of States According to Their 1982 Academic Regulatory Practices Toward
Public Universities

CantalizestAcademialuirailylittong_CsarsEnatigni

MA,MT,NC,NY,SD,VA,WV,GA,LA,NJ,
OK,TN,TX,WI,AL,IN,KY,MS,MO,UT

Decentralized Academic Authority (Weak Coordination).

CT,FL,HI,IL,KS,MD,SC,AZ,AR,CA,
CO,NE,NV,OR,RI,WA,WY,DE,ID,IA,
ME,MI,MN,NH,NM,ND,OH,PA,VT AK*

* The classifications of Alaska, which was not included in the Volkwein analysis, was based on
a discussion with an administrator in the Alaska Community College System (Bomotti, 1987).

SOURCE: Volkwein (1987), Table 5, p. 132.
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APPENDIX C
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Sent to Institutions



[Sample letter to prospective participant Campus Academic NCRIPTAL
Officers (CA0s)/Campus Liaisons (CLs)]

October 23, 1987

NATIONAL CENTER FOR
RESEARCH TO IMPROVE
POSTSECONDARv
TEACHING and LEARN.NG

Dear

The National Center for Research to Improve Postsecondary
Teaching and Learning (NCRIPTAL) was established to stimulate,
conduct, and disseminate research with the potential of improving
college teaching and learning. You may have read of our
activities in the AmE Bulletin, Bigher Education and National
Alfaiza, or The Clarsuaicle_Qiiii2her_Educatisan. A brochure
describing our programs is enclosed.

As investigators in the program on "Curriculum Influences and
Impacts," we invite your institution to collaborate with NCRIPTAI
in improving understanding of how college faculty members design
and develop courses. As described in the enclosed study synopsis,
"Designs for Learning," we are interested in the factors that
influence faculty members as they make decisions when planning
courses. Interestingly, although many observers make assumptions
about faculty course planning, we have found that no studies of
this important activity have been undertaken in American colleges.
We believe this information may be useful on campuses that desire
to foster excellence in teaching.

Your institution is part of a random 10% national sample of
institutions from each Carnegie classification chosen to provide a
representative picture of course planning by instructors in
diverse fields and institutions. We hope that you will cooperate
with us in this research effort.

We would like you to designate a Campus Liaison to be
responsible for distributing surveys to selected faculty members.
As described in the enclosed instruction packet, the Campus
Liaison's tasks are to (1) identify all full- and part-time
faculty members teaching introductory courses in twelve specified
fields during the 1987 calendar year (excluding graduate
assistants), (2) ask the faculty members to complete a
questionnaire and return it directly to NCRIPTAL, (3) maintain
response records and send follow-up reminders that we wil: supply
as needed. Individual responses will remain strictly
confidential; information supplied on the questionnaires will be
aggregated for statistical analysis.

NATIONAL CENTER FOR RESEARCH TO IMPROVE POSTSECONDARY TEACHING AND LEARNING
Suite 2400, School of Education Building The University of Michigan Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109-1259

(313) 936-2741 SOURCE: BDH639
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In addition to the instruction packet, we have enclosed a

sample of the survey packet that the Campus Liaison will give to
each selected faculty member. The questionnaire was developed
after lengthy interviews with 89 faculty members in eight
institutions early in 1987. It should take no more than 60
minutes to complete.

We have supplied a postpaid postcard on which you may
designate a Campus Liaison. After returning this postcard, we
hope that individual will promptly complete the Request for
Questionnaires form telling us the number of faculty teaching the
designated courses. Once we receive it, we will send an
appropriate number of survey packets. Our experience suggests
this procedure will work smoothly once the Campus Liaison is
designated.

On behalf of NCRIPTAL, we thank you in advance for your
contribution to this study of faculty course planning. We will
send a report of the study (anticipated by September 1988) to you
as well as to faculty respondents who request one; we believe the
report will provoke spirited and useful discussion on your campus.
If you have questions about participation in the survey or about
NCRIPTAL after examining these materials, please call Professor
Lowther collect at (313) 936-2741.

Sincerely,

oan S. Stark
Professor and Director

cc: Campus Liaison

Enclosures:

GENERAL INFORMATION:

NCRIPTAL brochure

Participation postcard (to

designate Campus Liaison)

SAMPLE CAMPUS LIAISON PACKET

SAMPLE FACULTY SURVEY PACKET:

Cover letter to faculty

respondents

Study synopsis - "Designs for

Learning"

Survey

Confirmation Card

NCRIPTAL Brochure

iMMI

Zn-L-
Malcolm A. Lowther
Professor and Senior
Researcher

CAMPUS LIAISON'S PACKET:

Copy - cover letter to Academic Dean

Instruction Sheet

Faculty Selection Guide

List of Included Courses

Request for Questionnaires (Form)

Response Record (Form)

SAMPLE FACULTY SURVEY PACKET

NCRIPTAL Brochure

sin
NATIONAL CENTER FOR RESEARCH TO IMPROVE POSTSECONDARY TEACHING AND LEARNING

Suite 2400, School of Education Building The University of Michigan Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109-125Y

(313) 936-2741 SOURCE: i:MH639



NCRIPTAL

Course Planning Exploration

NATIONAL CENTEi7 EOP INSTRUCTIONS FOR CAMPUS LIAISONS
RESEARCH TO ,MPROvr
POSTSECONDARy
TEACHING ono LEARNING Thank you for your willingness to distribute the NCRIPTAL course

planning survey on your campus. In an attempt to make your task
relatively easy, we have provided forms to help you record the
information you will need and to return information we will need. These
forms are designed to accommodate both large and small colleges.

1. REQUEST FOR QUESTIONNAIRES Form

Your first and most important task is to send to us the twelve (12) REQUEST
FOR QUESTIONNAIRES Forms (one form for each subject) that summarize the
number of eligible faculty you have identified. Use the FACULTY SELECTION GUIDE
and LIST OF INCLUDED COURSES to help you. Each eligible faculty member will
complete one survey, even if the faculty member teaches more than one eligible
course. Please inform the faculty member of the course you have selected and count
that faculty member only once. Be sure to write the name of your institution on
the REQUEST FOR QUESTIONNAIRES forms. Return this form to NCRIPTAL. Upon
receipt of this form, we will promptly ship to you the proper number of survey packets.

2. RESPONSE RECORD Form (select and list faculty members to receive survey).

Your second task is to compile a list of all faculty members at your institution
who should complete the survey. We hope to renive responses from all faculty
members who are teaching, or who have taught in calendaryear 1987, the
introductory courses defined in the FACULTY SELECTION GUIDE and the LIST OF
INCLUDED COURSES. Please return all 12 REQUESTS FOR QUESTIONNAIRES
forms. If a given Subject is not offered at your institution, please indicate that on the
appropriate form. Use the RESPONSE RECORD to record the names of faculty
members to receive the survey. Later, you will record on these sheets the ID number
of the questionnaire that you send each individual, the date individuals notify you that
they have returned a completed survey to NCR1PTAL, and the dates that you send any
follow-ups. Since the RESPONSE RECORD forms contain faculty names, they are
only for yuur office use. Do not send them to NCR1PTAL.

3. DISTRIBUTING SURVEYS ON YOUR CAMPUS

Although there are no questions in the survey that are likely to elicit confidential
information, we know that faculty members often prefer privacy. Thus, we have
arranged the distribution of surveys and follow-ups so that you will be able to link
faculty names with ID numbers in order to send follow-ups, but you will not actually see
faculty responses. In contrast, we will have responses and ID numbers, but will not
have faculty names unless they are voluntarily supplied on the survey.

The surieys we send will be pre-coded for your institution and each will have
an individual ID number. Please record the ID numbers with the faculty
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name on your RESPONSE RECORD forms as you send the surveys to
faculty members. We have provided an equal number of pink confirmation cards
for faculty members to notify your office that they have mailed the survey to NCRIPTAL.
You may use these cards in a way appropriate to your campus mail system. For
example, you might stamp your office address on them, affix a stick-on address label,
or supply a campus mail envelope pre-addressed to your office. Whatever the
method, don't forget to insert one card in each packet.

4. TWO FOLLOW-UPS AND REMINDERS

About two weeks after you have distributed the surveys, please crosscheck the
faculty name and ID list on your RESPONSE RECORD forms against the set of
campus mail postcards you have received indicating that faculty have mailed the
questionnaires. Send one of the reminder cards we will supply (with the surveys for
your campus) to instructors who have not yet answered.

Four weeks after the survey distribution, we will send to you a list of ID numbers
for surveys we have not yet received from your institution and replacement surveys to
be sent with another request.
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NATIONAL CENTER ;OR
RESEARCH TO IMPROiE

POSTSECONDA/Y
TEACHING ancl LEARNING

Course Planning Exploration

FACULTY SELECTION GUIDE

We would like to obtain survey responses from all full-time and part-time faculty
teaching introductory courses in 12 specific fields during calendar year 1987.

Since academic programs vary widely, a college may not offer some of the
courses designated in this study or may organize them somewhat differently. Thus,
within general guidelines, most Campus Liaisons will need to exercise some judgment
in selecting appropriate faculty respondents. In this "Faculty Selection Guide," and the
accompanying "List of Included Courses" (also printed inside the front cover of the
survey booklet) we provide guidance in selecting the faculty. If you have specific
questions, please call us collect at (313) 936-2741.

I. Faculty members responding to the NCRIPTAL Course Planning Explorationwill be asked to name a specific introductory course they have recently planned and
taught, and to 1.A.,e. their responses on that course. So that they may verify that the
course they choo .0 is included in the study, the LIST OF INCLUDED COURSES isreproduced on the inside front cover of the questionnaire. Faculty members who didnot teach an included course should not answer the survey.

2. Although titles and curricular patterns may vary, all courses included in the
survey are courses for beginning students, that is, those that are part of general
education programs or introduce certain career programs. Do not substitute
substantially different courses. For example, do not substitute economics for
sociology, a. Germanic language course for a Romance language course, or an
accounting course for an introduction to business course. Similarly, do not substitute acourse at a more advanced level. For example, do not substitute an upper division
course in social psychology for a general psychology course.

3. Please select faculty members who are members of the instructional staff whohold full-time (regular, tenure, tenure-track) or part-time (contract, adjunct, etc.)
appointments. Do not include instructors who are graduate students at your institution.

4. Please select faculty members who have taught one of the specified
introductory level courses at your institution during a regular academic term that began
in 1987 between January 1 and December 31. Thus, depending on the institutional
calendar, the course might have been offered in last year's winter or spring/summer
term or be in progress this tall.

5. Please request that all identified faculty members who meet these
specifications for the courses named complete the survey. Do not make any attempt to
select specific types of teachers or those most likely to be interested.



NCRIIYIAL SURVEY OF COURSE PLANNING

List or Course Types Included in the Survey

1 . Freshman composition. These writing courses are taken by beginning students with average
preparation. They may be required or strongly suggested for all or some of the students.

2. Introductory literature. These courses may cover any genre of literature, but they should
represent undergraduate students' first encounter with literature taught at the college level.

3. History. These may be courses in either American history or "Western Civilization." They
should represent the first college level history courses students might take.

4. Sociology. These should be introductory sociology courses typically taken by lower division
students as first social science electives or to meet distribution requirements.

5. Psychology. These should be introductory psychology courses typically taken by lower
division students as first electives or to meet distribution requirements. It is not important
whether psychology is classified as a natural science or a social/behavioral science.

6. Educational Psychology. This should be the first educational psychology course taken by
students who plan to enter educational careers. Depending upon the institutional plan, this
course may be taken either before or after formal admission to a program in education.

7. Biology. These should be the first biology courses that lower division students take in college.
They may be taken by prospective majors, by general studies students, or by both groups.

8. Mathematics. The courses should be introductory mathematics courses taught at or above the
level of college algebra.

9. Introductory Fine Arts. These non-performau,,z courses should be those elected by lower
division students as first college courses ir; any of the arts. They should be designed to achieve
cultural or historical understanding rather than skill development.

1 0 . Romance Language. These will be beginning courses in French, Spanish, or Italian that are
taken by students without prior background or whose test scores indicated they should repeat anintroductory course.

1 1 . Introduction to Nursing. This will be the first course typically offered to students entering
the nursing program. Generally, it will include a profession orientation and broad view of thefield.

1 2 . Introduction to Business. This will be the first course offered to students planning tostudy some area of business or business administration. Although not all business programsoffer such survey courses, those that do frequently plan the course to provide a broad view of thefield.
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(for Institution Use)

NCRIPTAL - Course Planning Exploration Survey
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(for Institution Use)

NCRIPTAL - Course Planning Exploration Survey

SUBJECT
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FOR YOUR RECORDS - DO NOT RETURN TO NCRIPTAL.
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for NCRIPTAL's Course Planning Exoloration Survey
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REQUEST FOR QUESTIONNAIRES
Institution Code It

for NCRIPTAL's Course Planning Exploration Survey

SubjectInstitution

Directions: Complete all columns and return COPY 1 of this form to NCRIPTAL as soon as possible. Please retain C3PY 2 for
your records.

COURSE
NUMBER COURSE TITLE

1/1/87 TO 12/31/87 # OF NON-DUPLICATED
# OF SECTIONS OFFERED FACULTY

TOTALS
coPY 1 - NCRIPTAL
CoPY 2 - Institution (your copy)



(Sample letter to faculty selected to fill out

the CPE Introductory Course Version)

Dear Colleague:

NATIONAL CENTER FOR
RESEARCH TO IMPROVE
POSTSECONDARY
TEACHING and LEARNING

The National Center for Research to Improve
Postsecondary Teaching and Learning (NCRIPTAL) was
established to stimulate, conduct, and disseminate research

with the potential of improving college teaching and

learning. A brochure describing our programs is enclosed.

As investigators in the program on "Curriculum
Influences and Impacts," we invite you to collaborate with us

in improving understanding of how college faculty members

design and develop courses. As described in the enclosed
study synopsis, "Designs for Learning," we are interested in
the decisions faculty members make in developing courses and

the factors that influence these decisions. Interestingly,

although many observers make assumptions about faculty course
planning, we have found no studies of this important activity
that have been undertaken in the United States. We believe
that information gained in this study will promote useful
discussion on campuses that desire to foster excellence in

teaching.

Your institution is part of a random 10% national sample
of colleges from each Carnegie classification invited to
participate in the survey. Our sampling procedure is
intended to provide a representative picture of course
planning by instructors in diverse fields and institutions.
A list of courses being included in the study is printed
inside the back cover of the survey. You have been
identified by your chief academic officer as someone who

taught one of the designated introductory courses during the

1987 calendar year. Will you help by completing the
questionnaire and returning it directly to us?

since we, too, are faculty members with teaching
responsibilities, we are fully aware of your time constraints
in participting in such research. Yet we know that you
believe, as we do, that faculty members are the most
authoritative source of information about curriculum matters.
The survey should take no more than 60 minutes to complete
and faculty members we interviewed as we developed it found

the questions thought-provoking.

NATIONAL CENTER FOR RESEARCH TO IMPROVE POSTSECONDARY TEACHING AND LEARNING

Suite 2400, School of Education Building The University of Michigan Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109-1259

(313)936-2741 SOURCE: BDH639

2 1 7 gEST COPY AVAILABLE



The questionnaire contains a code number thoc enables
the Campus Liaison at your institution to send you a
reminder, if needed, and helps us ascertain if our response
rate adequately represents your campus. However, :individual
responses will remain strictly confi.dential; information
supplied on the questionnaires will be aggregated for
statistical analysis.

You may indicate on the questionnaire that you wish a
copy of the study results (anticipated by September 1988).
If you have questipns about participation in the survey or
about NCRIPTAL after examining these materials, please feel
free to call Professor Lowther collect at (313) 936-2741. On
behalf of NCRIPTAL, we thank you for your contribution to
this study of faculty course planning.

Sincerely,

szsfotw, J Ava 40att",
Joan S. Stark
Professor and Director

JSS/MAL/jck

Enclosures:

Malcolm A. Lowther
Professor and Senior
Researcher

Study synopsis: "Designs for Learning"
Survey (Return to NCRIPTAL in postpaid mailing envelope)
Confirmation card (return separately to Campus Liaison)
NCRIPTAL brochure

ofirtairammiarramum111.milay.11111110.!114111111111111,

NATIONAL CENTER FOR RESEARCH TO IMPROVE POSTSECONDARY TEACHING AND LEARNING

Suite 2400, School of Education Building The University of Michigan Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109-1259

(313) 936-2741 SOURCE: BDH639
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A Study Synopsis

DESIGNS FOR LEARNING

Joan S. Stark and Malcolm A. Lowther
NCRIPTAL, The University of Michigan

Most academic learning in college takes place in classrooms. While other sources of learning--the
home, the workplace, the living unit, the social setting--are also important, the primary goal of college is to
foster student intellectual development through formal teaching and learning. To this end, faculty
members plan and teach courses in ways they believe help students learn facts, principles, ideas,
attitudes, skills, and ways of thinking. Surprisingly, little information is available about the decisions faculty
members make when planning courses. For example:

What factors guide faculty members when they select bibliographies, write lectures, plan
laboratory or field experiences, lead discussions, and construct tests?

What beliefs about their disciplines, their students, and the learning process determine how they
go about the task?

Beyond specific courses, what assumptions influence the way groups of faculty design a program
of courses leading to a major, a general education program, or a degree program?

Nationally, educators are discussing ways of ensuring "coherence" and "integrity" in the college
curriculum. A report from the National Institute of Education has stated that clarifying expectations for
students will help them become more involved In their learning and, thus, learn more. There is
widespread belief among policy makers that measuring student outcomes will both improve lez ing for
students and help allocate funds to colleges more effectively. And, other national reports have
that certain patterns of college coursework help students achieve desired outcomes more effechvely than
others. The expectations that instructors have for their students, the outcomes that might be measured,
and the patterns of coursework taken by students are all closely linked with academic plans constructed by
faculty members. The issues of instructional quality raised by recent national reports may be better
understood as we learn more about how faculty design their courses.

Cognitive psychologists suggest that students possess knowledge structures into which new
information must be integrated during the learning process if it is to be meaningful. Such psychological
theories have spawned the idea that the way course content is arranged by the instructor may influence
student learning. Thus, pedagogical advice is available, supporting the assumption that curricula should
be planned to possess "coherence" and "integrity." Although this advice and each of the above
mentioned recommendations has intuitive appeal, very little research evidence is available about how
course content is selected and arranged by college instructors or, indeed, about the rationale for these
decisions. As a result, it is difficult to judge the merit of the various proposals.

College 'teachers are experts in their subject fields and have a strong dedication to them. Most
faculty members have an image and appreciation of their field that they hope studeots will grasp and come
to share. Through both experience and formal sources, many also have images of their students--th3ir
interests, their stages of intellectual development, and their engagement in the teaming task. These
images of discipline and student characteristics surely influence how college instructors plan their

NATIONAL CENTER vCr, TO MPROVE POSTSECONDARY TEACHING AND LEARNING

Suite 2400. School of Education Building The University of Michigan Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109-1259

(313)936-2741 SOURCE: BDH639
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courses. Some faculty members are also influenced by campus resources and experts--ranging from
availability of computer facilities and available classroom space to the presence of instructional
development specialists. Others pay particular attention to the mission lnd goals stressed by their college
and program or by important external groups, such as professional associations, accreditors, or
employers. As a result of these many influences, faculty members, in building on their own educational
experiences and training, bring certain assumptions, beliefs, and proclivities to their course planning.
Which of these influences are the strongest? How do the influences interact with each other? To what
extent are they taken into account by facufty members in different fields?

Study Questions

This survey will identify factors that influence facutty members from diverse fields as they design
introductory courses and communicate their murse intentions to students. The survey is based on
interviews about these issues with 89 faculty members and 109 students in eight colleges. During the fall
of 1987, responses from a nationally representative sample of facufty will expand upon what was learned
in the interviews. Although the initial survey will focus on the design of introductory courses, we are aware
that advanced courses may involve different types of facufty planning activities. In a second phase of the
study, a few faculty members with special interest will be asked to help us understand these differences.

Procedure

On each cooperating campus surveys will be distributed and follow-up reminders sent to faculty
members teaching specific courses by a "campus liaison" designated by the chief academic officer. When
responding, instructors will return completed surveys directly to NCRIPTAL while notifying their campus
officer by postcard that their survey has been returned.

All material obtained in the survey will be considered confidential and will not be identified with the
faculty member or college in subsequent reports or publications. The chief academic officer of each
participating institution will be sent a full report of the findings and a summary report will be sent to
responding faculty members who request one.

For further information about the research plan, please contact:

Professor Malcolm A. Lowther
National Center for Research to Improve Postsecondary Teaching and Learning
2400 School of Education
The University of Michigan
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109-1259
Phone (313) 936-2741

(10/87)
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CONFIRMATION MD

Dear Campus Liaison:

I have completed the "Course Planning Exploration" survey and returned
it to NCRIPTAL.

Faculty Name (please print) Date Survey Sent

NCRIPTAL

tATC,NAt EN

'IF S Aqslti
P N v

TEACHN6 Ind .E;uit4ING

To avoid any unnecessary reminders, please return this card to
your designated Campus Liaison as soon as you have completed and
mailed the survey. Thank you.

REMINDER CARD

Course Planning Exploration

Dear Colleague:

We have not yet received the pink "Confirmation Card" from you which informs
us that you have completed and sent the survey (Course Planning Exploration)
to NCRIPTAL.

We hope to receive the "Confirmation Card" from you shortly. If you have n2not completed the survey, we would appreciate your doing so as soon as
possible.

Thank you for your cooperation.
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Your reeponses to thls short queslionneks wiN not be Identified with your name or the name of your kielikdion. Ns purpose Is to helpus
deism** how and why a decision was made not to participate In the NCRIPTAL Course Riming Dplorstion, Please return II In the
enclosed postage.pald envelope.

1. I consuNed with others beton &oiling not to per114ale in the NCRIPTAL Course Planning Survey. Yes No

IF NO, GOON TO QUESTION 07.

IF YES, p4ease contlnue

2. I consulted someone in the presidenrs office before making this decision.

3. I consulted with an administrative advisory body or council before making this decision,

4. I consulted formally with a faculty committee before making this decision.

5. I consulted inlormally with faculty leaders before maidng this decision.

6. I gave the materials to another person for a decision.

IF YES, position or the d the person to whom the request was forwarded.

7. Despite the lari that we did not panicipate, this project is el interest to me.

8. I feel that the survey would not be useful to this institution at this time.

9. I do not believe the survey results will be useful to higher education generally.

10. Campus policy prohibits our Involvement in surveys or dher research projects.

11. W are Involved In a regional accredtation sell-study.

12. I felt that faculty would resent being asked to spend lime on the survey.

13. AI this institution, action on this type of request requires faculty approval.

IF NO, GO TO QUESTION 017.

Yes No

Yee No

Yes No

Yoe No

Y. No

Yes No

Yes No

Yoe No

Yes No

Yes No

Yei No

Yes No

IF YES, please cortinue

14. What is the name of Me appropriate faculty group?

15. I forwarded your request to this faculty group.

16. IF NO, indicate your reason for not fonvarding the request

Yes No

17. The primary reason we did nd participate In this survey was

18. Your poellion the

19. Your instittAkm

Number of years held

!JEST COPY AVAILABLE

2
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(Sample of Bias Letter)

Max,ch 24, 1988

oFirstnameo oLastnameooIF Position»
oPositionovENDIFooIF Depto
vDepty,«ENDIFo

(anstitution»«IF Address»
vAddressooENDIFo
«City*, cStateo <ail) codeo

Dear vTitleovIF Lastnameo qLastnameoccENDIFo:

We're sorry that your institution has not yet accepted our
invitation to participate in the NCRIPTAL study of introductory
course planning. Unfortunately, the time has come when we must
conclude our data collection and proceed to analyze the survey
results. Even though you did not find it possible to participate
in this survey, perhaps later you may accept an opportunity to
participate in other studies NCRIPTAL sponsors.

In any case, you may find our stud'. results useful. If you
wish a copy of our report (expected in late fall 1988), simply
return the enclosed postcard in the pcntage paid envelope. For
your information, we are also enclosing brochures from which you
may request our other current publications.

It would be useful for us to know more about why some
colleges decided to participate in the course planning survey and
others did not. For example, we wonder if institutions where a
dean or vice president made the decision independently were more
or less likely to participate than those where a faculty commit-
tee made the decision. The enclosed short questionnaire about
your institution's decision not to ask faculty to complete the
survey will take less th n 10 minutes to complete and we hope you
are willing to mail it back along with your request for study
results.

Sincerely,

Joan S. Stark Malcolm A. Lowther
Professor and Director Professor and Senior Researcher

Enclosures:
Postcard
Postage-paid return envelope
Publications brochure
Questionnaire
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Appendix E

Tables

E.1 Characteristics of Introductory Classes (by Academic Field)
E.2 Characteristics of Faculty Respondents (by Academic Field)
E.3 Perceived "Characteristics of My Academic Field" (by Academic Field)
E.4 Characteristics of Field as Portrayed in Introductory Course (by Academic Field)
E.5 Specific Influence on Planning Items (by Academic Field)
E.6 Specific Influences on Selecting Course Content (by Academic Field)
E.7 Influence of Background Be Nets on Course Planning (by Academic Field)
E.8 Beliefs About Education (by Academic Field)
E .9 Preferred Educational Belief (by Academic Field)
E.10 Characteristics of Introductory Class (by Academic Field)
E.11 Perceived Characteristics of Sponsoring Programs (by Academic Field)
E.12 Perceived Characteristics of College (by Academic Field)
E.13 Perceived Autonomy of Sponsoring Program, Faculty, and Students (by Academic Field)
E.14 Influences of College and Program Goals on Planning (by Academic Field)
E .15 Characteristics of Introductory Course Students (by Academic Field)
E.16 Specific Influence on Planning Items (by Academic Field)
E.17 External Influences on Course Planning (by Academic Field)
E .18 :nfluences of Opportunities and Facilities on Course Planning (by Academic Field)
E.19 Pragmatic Influence on Course Planning (by Academic Field)
E.20 Specific Influence on Planning Items (by Academic Field)
E.21 Useful Sources of Teaching Assistance (by Academic Field)
E.22 Steps Faculty Consider in Course Planning (by Academic Field)
E.23 "Course Planning Steps I Take First" (by Academic Field)
E.24 Ways of Communicating Goals to Students (by Academic Field)
E.25 Preferred Method of Arranging Course Content (by Academic Field)
E.26 Preferred Patterns of Arranging Content (by Academic Field)
E.27 Ways of Assisting and Monitoring Student Learning (by Academic Field)
E.28 Useful Indicators of Student Learning (by Academic Field)
E.29 C lidence in Indicators of Student Learning (by Academic Field)

Noto: Each table is subdivided into General Education (GE) and Professional (P) courses.



Tabee E.1(GE)

Characteristics of introductory Classes (by Academic Fiekl)

Responses by academic field

Comp Lit Hist Soc Psych Blo Math Fine Ads Linng Total

Characteristic (n.415) (n.210) (n.263) (n.141) (n.180) (n.215) (n-304) (n-205) (n.172) (N.2105) X2 di

Average class size
34.83 30.65 62.82 58.85 78.48 69.68 34.80 47.08 28.93 47.52 33.21 800

SD 23.19 14.48 55.81 43.78 92.21 69.04 21.58 45.50 29.78 49.75 2056

Average numoer
of times taught

20.20 13.60 20.68 25.72 23.87 16 08 11.99 18.24 13.15 17.71 11.87 8, .00

SD 22.49 14.99 20.56 27.28 23.90 17.94 14.40 19.54 13.68 20.13 1994

Response percentage X2 di

Other sections taught
Yes 97.8 74.2 76.8 75.5 80.3 63.2 80.9 54.2 62.9 76.7 203.55 8 .00

No 2.2 25.8 23.2 24.5 19.7 36.8 19.1 45.8 37.1 23.3

Course purpose
Deveiopmental-no credit 2.7 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.7 1.0 0.6 1.1 849.64 58 .00
Developmental-with credit 5.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.9 8.0 0,0 3.6 2.8
General ed-intro 7.3 16.3 14.0 10.7 10.8 36.0 14.3 41.8 15.2 17.5
General ed-prospective

magirs and others 20.4 47.8 46.7 70.0 70.4 27.6 27.2 28.4 45.5 38.5
Intro tor major 0.5 7.7 1.9 5.0 7.3 19.6 15.0 5.5 6.7 7.3
Intro tor trade or tech 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.7 0.6 1.4 5.3 0.0 0.6 1 1

Dhision wide core 2.7 3.8 2.7 2.1 2.2 2.8 10.6 2.5 4.8 4.0
College wide core 81.4 23.4 34.6 11.4 8.4 11.7 18.9 20.9 23.0 27.8

3Ma nieo90

Table E.1(P)

Charactenshcs of Introductory Classes (by Academic Reid)

Responses by academic field

Ed Psych Nurs Bus Total
Characteristic (n.48) (n.68) (n.91) (N.207) F di

Average class size
M 40.31 39.38 49.79 44.24 2,11 2, .12
SD 24.87 29.32 41.90 34.91 201

Average number
of times taught
M 16.13 8.88 12.08 11.33 5.83 2, .00
SD 19.96 6.77 15.37 14.98 198

Response percentage by academic field X2 df P

Other sections taught
Yes 45.8 32.8 71.4 53.2 23.88 2 .00
No 54.2 67.2 28.6 46.8

Course purpose
Developmental-rri credit 0.0 0 0 1.1 0.5 76.45 14 .00
Deveiopmental-e A credit 2.1 1.5 0.0 1.0
General ed-intro 0.0 1.5 1.1 1.0
General ed-praspective

malors mtd others 18.8 0.0 18.9 12.7
Intro for mWor 58.3 35 8 47.8 48.3
hero tor trade Of tech 4.2 47.8 2.2 17.8
DMslon wide core 12.5 11.9 23.3 17.1
Collet$ wide core 4 2 1.5 5.8 3.9

3.414 /malt



Table E.2(GE)

Charedensfics of Few Ny Respondents (by Academic Field)

Responses by academic field

Comp Ut 111sf Soc Psych Blo Math Fine Arts Lang Total
Characteristic (n.415) (n.210) (n.263) (n.141) (n.180) (n.215) (r,.304) (n.205) (n.172) (N.2105) F df p

Age
45.19 49.80 48.37 45.73 43 58 46.26 45.42 46.04 48.92 46.31 7.94 8, .00

SD 9.47 8.85 9.95 9.04 8.85 9.03 10.15 10.77 9.38 9.70 2048

Years full-tims college teaching
M 9.57 16.92 14.73 11.09 10.58 14.41 11.16 13.22 11.55 12.38 15.70 8. .00
SD 9.32 10.19 10.80 8.57 8.23 9.34 10.05 9.22 9.10 9.82 2095

Years ()recant. assistant
M 1.50 1.62 1.41 1.43 1.33 2.27 1.77 1.14 1.84 1.59 6.26 8, .00
SD 1.99 1.99 1.71 1.87 1.87 2.11 2.20 1.48 2.07 1.97 2094

Years high school teaching
3.63 2.12 3.05 1.95 1.47 2.38 4.29 3.45 3.55 3.05 5.90 8, .00

SD 6.21 4.30 e,.19 5.35 4.83 4.89 6.86 6.00 5.66 5.83 2094

Years leaching In bus or Industry
0.27 0.22 0.06 0.11 0.30 0.03 0.24 0.38 0.27 0.21 1.20 8, .25

SD 1.30 1.72 0.45 0.54 1.85 0.19 2.12 2.38 1.10 1.45 2093

Years In present College
PA 9.21 14.81 13.76 11.19 9.93 12.99 10.22 12.05 10.51 11.43 12.20 8, .00
SD 8.38 8.88 9.81 7.28 7.35 8.47 8.91 8.46 8.24 8.71 2069

Years in other occupation
8.91 8.16 8.22 7.29 8.17 6.60 6.82 9.78 6.80 7.95 2.68 8, .01

SD 9.82 11.69 10.90 7.92 8.52 9.18 10.16 11.59 9.59 10.13 2086

Intro courses taught Nr 12 rrin7ths
A4 6.61 5.30 4.70 5.28 4.82 3.55 6.31 4.80 4.80 5 32 10.11 8, .00
SD 6.58 3.57 3.74 5.75 4.23 2.53 6.09 3.34 3.87 4.94 2095

Upper level courses
taught per 12 months

1.27 1.88 /.01 2.33 2.13 1.61 1.18 2.11 2.20 1.75 10.28 8, .00
SD 1.91 1.89 2.10 2.64 2.58 1.89 1.68 2.29 2.16 2.12 2096

4AI 7/1E90

Table E.2(GE)-Continued

Responses by academic field

Comp Ut Hist Sot Psych Blo Math Fine Arts Lang Total
Characteristic (n.415) (n.210) (n.283) (n.141) (n.180) (n.215) (r,.304) (n.205) (n.172) (N.2105) F df p

Graduate comas
taught pef 12 months

0.13 0.28 0.32 0.28 0.49 0.39 0.15 0.21 0.11 0.24 6.12 8. .00SD 0.57 0.85 0.84 0.79 1.25 0.99 0.80 0.70 0.50 0.78 2095

Response percentage X2 dt p

Sex
Male 48.0 61.1 75.7 81.7 68.5 73.8 88.8 85.0 39.2 61.5 123.53 8 .00Female 54.0 38.9 24.3 38.3 33.5 26.2 31.3 35.0 60.6 38.5

DOWN
B.A. 1.9 0.5 0.0 1.4 0.0 1.4 7.9 3.4 4.7 2.5 209.54 24 .00MA. 58.0 32,4 28.5 38.3 26.8 34.0 48.8 49.3 35.5 40.9
2 M.A. s 9.9 5.2 4.8 10.8 10.1 3.7 7.9 9.8 9.9 7.9
Doctorate 32.1 81.9 88.9 49.6 83.1 80.9 35.3 37.8 50.6 48.7

Acadenic rank
No rat* 9.2 7.1 6.9 10.0 11.7 8.5 11.5 8.8 5.2 8.5 207.79 AO .00Lecturer 25.1 4.3 11.8 13.6 12.3 5.8 15.8 7.8 12.2 13.4
Instructor 19.3 12.9 8.8 15.0 8.9 13.1 23.7 14.6 22.7 18.0
Asel, Professor 18.9 19.0 15.8 20.7 20.7 18.8 18.4 22.9 24.4 19.0
Assoc. Professor 14.7 22.4 21.8 16.4 20.7 28.0 18.4 27.3 18,0 20.1
Protestor 14.7 34.3 35.1 24.3 25.7 29.9 14.1 20.5 17.41 23.0

Employment
Full-ame 64.1 88.5 77 8 70.9 78.9 89.3 75.3 79.0 72.1 78.2 77.22 8 .00Part-tIms 35.9 11.5 22.4 29.1 21.1 10.7 24.7 21.0 27.9 23.8

Tenured
Yee 38.7 87.3 58.1 55.0 47.2 81.4 39.5 51.5 43.5 49.6 90.66 16 .00No 42.1 19.7 26.0 25.7 35,0 21.9 43.1 30.4 37.8 32.7
NA 19.2 13.0 17.9 19.3 17,8 18.7 17.4 18.1 18.8 17.7

Answers for advanced course
Very different 13.5 8.5 9.2 7.3 14.0 13.3 13,5 20.4 271 13.8 52,50 16 .00Somewhat aliment 57.4 52.3 64.8 59.4 54.4 56.2 51.5 51.0 48.1 55.7
About the same 29.1 41.2 28.0 33.3 30.6 28.5 35,1 28.8 24.1 24.1

4Ai 7111/90

2 3 0



Table E.2(P)

Characteristim of Faculty Rospondents (by Academic Field)

Responses by academic field

Characteristic
Ed Psych

(n.48)
Nurs

(n.68)
Bus

(n.91)
Total

df

Age
M 48.83 48 18 48.08 46.28 0.08 2, .92
SD 10.44 9.98 11.18 10.59 197

Years fun-lime college teaching
M 11.71 10.08 7.85 9.47 3.74 2, .03
SD 9.11 7.32 8.34 8.32 203

Years graduate assistant
M 1.21 0.07 0.48 0.51 21.29 2, .00
SD 1.20 0.32 1.05 1.01 203

Years high school teaching
M 3.02 0.03 1.22 1.25 15.51 2, .00
SD 4.38 0.17 2.88 3.04 203

Years teaching In bus. or industry
M 0.15 0.25 2.67 1.38 10.00 2, .00
SD 0.74 0.91 8.29 4.42 203

Years in present college
M 11.43 7 23 6.80 8.05 8.26 2, .00
SD 8.50 6.06 5.71 8.78 198

Years In other occupation
M 10.52 14.23 14.10 13.30 2.18 2, .12
SD

lio.ro courses
taught per 12 months

10.92 9.96 10.79 10.62 201

M 2.79 2.54 5.70 4.00 18.07 2, .00
SD 2.14 2.03 4.94 3.93 203

Upper level courses taught
per 12 months

2.81 1,61 1,77 1.96 2.94 2, .06
SD 2.24 3.52 2.45 2,83 203

8A2 7/18/90

Table E.2(P)-Confinued

RespOnses by acaderric field

Characteristic
Ed Psych

(n.48)
Nurs

(n.88)
Bus

(n.91)
Total

(N.207) F df

Grad courses laugM
per 12 months

M 0.98 0.13 0.24 0.38 9.00 2, .00
SD 1.95 0.57 0.81 1.17 203

Response percentage X df P

Sex
Male 52.1 3.0 72.5 45.1 78.58 2 .00
Female 47.9 97.0 27.5 54.9

Degree
B.A. 0.0 18.7 5.5 7.8 46.32 10 .00
M.A. 25.0 59.1 58.2 50.7
2 MA e 8.3 7.8 13.2 10.2
Doctorate 68.7 16.7 23.1 31.2

Acadernic rank
No rarW 2.1 8.0 8.8 5.3 31.95 lo .00
Lecturer 12.5 8.0 14.3 11.2
Instructor 2.1 31.3 31.9 24.8
Asst. Professor 29.2 35.8 25.3 29.8
Assoc. Professor 31.3 10.4 12.1 18.0
Professor 22.9 10.4 9.9 13.1

Employment
85.4 91.0 70.3 80.8 11.52 2 .00

Part-41me 14.8 9.0 29.7 19.4

Tenured
Yes 57.4 44.8 31.1 41.7 11.31 4 .02
No 29.8 40.3 41.1 38.2
NA 12,8 14.9 27.8 20.1

Answers for advanced course
Very different 9.8 13.9 9.5 10.7 1.12 4 .89
Somewhat different 48.8 4 4.4 54.0 50.0
About the same 41.5 41.7 38.5 39.3 ..11111.1=11=1, 1,/

442 tiiiiao



Table E.3(OE)

Perceived Thaechafisecs ol My Academic Red' (by Academic Fie Id)

Characteristic

Response percentage by academic Peki

df p
Comp Lit Hist Soc Psych
(n.415)(n.210)(n.263)(n.141)(n.180)

Bio Math Fine Ans Lang Total
(n.215)(n.304)( n.205) (n.172)(N.2105) X2

A mode of inquiry
Describes my field poorly 12.8 6.8 5.1 0.7 1.7 3.3 11.2 13.6 39.8 10.6 269.40 16 .00
Neutral 22.2 17.9 15.8 9.3 14.9 13.7 25.7 22.7 24.6 19.4
Describes my field well 64 9 75.4 79.4 90.0 83.4 82.9 63.0 63.6 35.7 70.1

An interrelated set of interests and values
Describes my field poorty 14.4 2.9 7.4 5.8 14.2 19.3 38.9 4.5 22.5 15.5 231.12 16 .00
Neutral 25.4 18.4 16.8 25.2 21.0 22.8 21.5 16.6 23.1 21.3
Describes my llekl well 60.2 78.6 75.8 69.1 64.8 57.9 39.6 78.9 54.4 63.1

Skills to be mastered
Describes my field poorly 3.0 21.1 20.6 20.6 18.8 23.1 6.9 19.9 1.2 13.6 345.23 16 .00
Neutral 12.7 34.9 34.2 30.5 42.0 26.4 11.9 24.4 5.8 23.2
Describes my field well 84.4 44.0 45.1 48.9 39.2 50.5 81.2 55.7 93.0 63.2

Skills to be applied
Describes my field poorly 2.0 14.4 22.5 14.3 13.1 20.3 4.6 15.5 0.0 10.9 302.10 16 .00
Neutral 10.8 30.8 33.3 32.1 33.0 24.6 14.6 21.5 4.7 21.4
Descrbes my flekl well 87.2 54.8 44.2 53.6 54.0 66.1 80.8 63.0 95.3 67.7

Phenomena to explain
Describes my field poorly 57.8 32.4 13.2 2.9 3.4 5.3 46.8 31.5 58.1 31.9 597.14 16 .00
Neutral 22.7 30.4 18.3 17.1 10.7 14.8 22.6 25.5 19.8 20.7
Describes my field well 19.5 37.2 68.5 80.0 85.9 79.9 30.6 43.0 22.1 47.3

Individuals who share common Interests
Describes my field poorly 39.6 14.1 12.5 14.4 18.3 21.5 53.2 27.1 40.6 29.2 260.87 16 .00
Neutral 27.5 22.3 16.4 20.9 20.0 24.4 20.9 22.1 16.5 21.8
Describes my fiekl well 32.9 63.6 71.1 64.7 61.7 54.1 25.9 50.8 42.9 49.0

Organized body of knowledge
Describes my field poorly 21.4 19.4 5.8 3.5 7.9 1.4 2.6 9.9 18.0 10 7 266.03 16 00
Neutral 28 7 31.6 14.7 22.0 19.8 6.7 7.9 17.8 15.1 18.6
Describes my fiekl 49.9 49.0 79.5 74.6 72.3 91.9 89.5 72.3 66.9 70.7

Interrelated concepts and operations
Describes my field poorly 10.2 19.9 15.1 4.3 4.6 1.0 1.3 15.4 12.4 9.3 179.42 16 .00
Neutral 21 9 25.2 22.1 14.2 21.1 9.1 5.9 18.4 16.5 17.2
Dascrbes my field well 67.9 54.9 62.8 81.6 74.3 90.0 92.8 66.2 71.2 73 4

8At 9118190

Table E.3(P)

Perceived Tharacteristrs of My Academic Red' (by Aced erac Rek0

Characteristic

ResponSe percentage by academic field

X2 df
Ed Psych

(n.48)
Nurs

(n.68)
Bus

(n.91)
Total

(N.256)

A mode of inquiry
Describes my field poorly 14.6 7.7 13.3 11.8 2.86 4 .58
Neutrel 27.1 29.2 34.4 31.0
Dinettes my field well 58.3 63.1 52.2 57.1

An interrelated set of interests and values
Describes my field poorly 6.4 1.6 3.3 3.5 3.06 4 .55
Neutral 19.1 15.6 22.2 19.4
Desceditts my liokl well 74.5 82.8 74.4 77.1

Skills to be mastered
flescribes my field poorly 13.0 1.5 14.3 9.9 33.90 4 .00
Neutral 19.8 3.0 33.0 20.2
Descrbes my fleld well 67.4 95.5 52.7 70.0

Skills to be applied
Describe, my field poorly 10.8 1.5 15.6 9.9 17.08 4 .00
Neutral 12.8 1.5 13.3 9.4
Describes my field well 78.6 96.9 71.1 80.7

Phenomena to explain
Describes my field peony 15.2 28.8 31.1 26 7 12.63 4 .01
Neutral 19 8 22.7 34.4 27.2
Describes my field wet 65.2 48.5 34.4 46.0

Individuals who share common interests
Describes my fleid poorly 26.5 37.5 34.1 33.2 2.96 4 .56
Neutral 31 9 34.4 33 0 33.2
Describe' my field weli 42 6 28 1 33.0 33.7

Organized body of knowledge
Describes my field poorty 8 5 1.5 7.8 5.9 10.86 4 .03
Neutral 17.0 9.1 24,4 17.7
Describes my field well 74.5 89.4 67.8 76.4

Interreleted concepts and operations
Desoto, my geld poorly 4.3 4.6 6.9 5.4 8.60 4 .07Neutral 4.3 7.7 18.7 11.8
Desert's my field weS 91.5 87.7 74.7 82.6

SA1 00193



Table E.4(GE)

Characteristics of Field as Portrayed in introductory Course (by Academic Field)

Response percentage by academic field

df
Comp Lit

Characteristic (0.415) (0.210)
Hist Soc

(0.263) (0.141)
Psych

(n.180) (0.215)
Blo Math Fine Ans Lang Total

(0.304) (0.205) (0.172)(N.2105) K2

A mod* of inquiry
Describes my field poorty 12.2 6.3 7.0 0.7 4.0 9.4 16.2 13.6 39.9 12.1 225.59 16 .00

Neutral 17.2 18.6 19.8 7.1 17.8 21.1 29.7 23.6 25.7 20.6

Describes my field well 70,6 75.0 73,2 92.1 78.2 69.5 54.1 62,6 35.3 67.3

An interrelated set of interests and values
Describes mY field Pen!' 12.5 1.9 8.9 7.9 10.3 16.2 39.3 5.5 24.7 15.1 275.26 10 .00

Neutrai 23.4 13.5 14.0 20.1 22.9 23.0 24.3 12.0 24.7 20.1

Descrbes my fleid well 60.1 64.5 77.0 71.9 66.9 60.8 36.3 62.5 50.6 64.9

Skills to be mastered
Describes my field poorly 4.5 24.5 22.2 26.2 23.3 27.1 3.0 24.9 0.6 15.5 474.49 16 .00

Neutral 9.2 27.9 30.7 27.0 42.0 31.9 7.6 29.4 2.9 21.3

Describes my field weN 86.4 47.6 47.1 46.8 34.7 41.0 69.5 45.8 96.5 63.2

Sidlle to be applied
Describle my field poorly 1.2 14.4 21.6 20.0 21,0 26.8 3.6 22.b 0.6 13.0 416.66 16 .00

Neutral 7.1 29.4 34.0 24.3 29.5 28.2 10.9 25.5 0.6 19.4

Descrbes my field wail 91.6 59.1 44.4 55.7 49.4 45.0 85.4 52.0 98.8 67.8

Phenomena to explain
Describes my ffeld poorly 58.8 29.6 13,0 3.8 2.8 4.8 50.3 33.5 58.6 32.5 626.44 16 .00

Neutral 22.3 31.6 22.0 12.1 10.2 18.2 24.0 20.5 19.5 20.9

Describes my field well 16.9 38.8 65.0 84.3 86.9 77.0 25.7 46.0 21.9 46.8

Individuals who share common Interests
Describes my field poorty 36.1 9.2 12.8 17.4 17.2 24.2 59.1 26.9 40.8 29.3 298.20 16 .00

Neutral 29.1 24 3 20.2 24.6 22.4 24.2 21.6 21.4 16.6 23.3
Describes my field well 34.8 66.5 66.9 58.0 60.3 51.7 19.3 51.7 42,6 47.4

Organized body of knowledge
Describes my field poorty 23.6 20.5 5.8 3.6 7.4 1.9 2.6 10.8 18.2 11.4 276.08 16 .00

Neutral 28.9 29.3 16.0 17.9 14.3 5.2 11.5 13.3 14.1 17.6

Describes my fleld weN 47.5 50.2 78.2 78,6 78.3 92,9 85,9 75,9 67.6 71.0

Interrelated concepts and operations
Describes my field poorty 10.0 19,4 14.5 3.6 4.0 1.4 3.6 13.9 13.1 9.4 141.01 16 .00

Neutral 18.5 22.8 21.5 12.1 17.1 11.4 5.6 17.8 13.1 15.6

Describes my field well 71.6 57.8 64.1 84.3 78.9 87.1 90.8 68.3 73.8 75.0

9A1 7116190

Table E.4(P)

Charaaeristics of Field as Portrayed in introductory Course (by Academic Field)

Response percentage by academic field

Ed Psych Nuts Bus Total

Charasteristic (n.48) (n-66) (0.91) (141.207) X2 di

A mode of inquiry
Describes my field poorty 12.6 9.1 13.3 11.8 2.21 4 .70

Neutral 17.0 27.3 24.4 32 6
Describes my field weli 70.2 63.6 62.2 64.5

An interrelated set of interests and values
Describes my field poorty 4.3 1.6 3.3 3.0 2.39 4 .66

Neutral 14,9 14.1 21.1 17.4
Describer; my field well 80.9 84.4 75.6 79.6

Sides to be mastered
Describes my field poorty 13.0 6.1 13.3 10.9 38.30 4 .00
Neutral 19.6 4.5 43.3 25.2
Describes my field weN 67.4 89.4 43.3 63.9

Slells to be applied
Describes my field poorN 10.6 3.1 12.4 9.0 11.21 4 .02

Neutral 6.4 4 6 15.7 10.0
[Moabite my field well 63.0 92.3 71.9 81.1

Phenomena to explain
Describes my field poorty 13.0 28.4 32.6 26.7 14.01 4 .01sig

Neutral 13.0 26.9 25.8 23.3
Describes my field well 73.9 44 8 41.6 50.0

Individuals who share common interests
Describes my field poody 17.0 38.5 26.1 28.0 7.97 4 .09

Neutral 27.7 26.2 33.0 29.5
Describes my field well 55.3 35.4 40 9 42.5

Organized body of knowledge
Describes my field poorly 4 3 1.5 2.2 2.4 16.48 4 .00
Neutral 17.0 6.0 30.8 19 5
Deserbes my field well 78.7 92.5 67.0 78.0

Interrelated oarcepts and operations
Describes My fleid poorly 2.1 1.5 4.4 2 9 5.04 4 .28
Neutral 12.8 7.5 17.6 13.2
Describes my field well 65.1 91.0 78.0 83.9

0A2 7116190



Table E.5(GE)

Specific Influence on Planning Items (by Academic Raid)

InfluenCe

Response percentage by academic field

X2 di p
Comp
(n.415)

Lit
(n.210) (n.263)

Hist Soc
(n.141)

Psych
(n.180)

Bio
(n.215)

Math
(n.304)

Fine Ms Lang TotV
(n.205) (n.172)(N.21:5)

Important concepts and principles
Not influential 5,1 1.9 2.3 0.7 1.1 0.0 0.7 5.4 13.4 3.3 151.17 16 00
Neutral 16.1 13.3 9.7 10.0 4.4 1.9 3.7 9.8 15.7 9.7
Very influential 78.8 84.8 88.2 89.3 94.4 98.1 95.7 84.8 70.9 87.0

Mcde of inquiry
Not influential 9.5 1 9 4.2 4.3 2.8 3.7 7.4 8.9 31.3 7.9 209.88 16 .00
Neuiral 17.1 9.5 17.9 10.7 13.3 14.0 21.4 27.6 22.9 17.5
Very influential 73.4 88.6 77.9 85.0 83.9 82.3 71.2 63.5 45.8 74.6

Acquits essential skills
Not influential 1.0 5.7 9.2 15.1 21.1 20.9 1.0 37.7 0.6 10.8 657.28 16 .00
Neutral 4.1 17.2 35.1 36.7 37.8 30.2 3.7 25.5 1.7 18.9
Very Influential 94.9 77.0 55.7 48.2 41.1 48.8 95.3 36.8 97.7 70.4

Relate field to other fields
Not Infkiential 4.4 6.2 4.2 6.4 10.0 5.6 3.7 7.8 11.7 6.1 63.19 16 .00
Neutral 11.4 21.0 16.5 19.3 27.2 27.0 21.7 16.2 22.2 19.3
Very Influential 84.3 72.9 79.2 74.3 62.8 67.4 74.6 76.0 66.1 74.6

Link concepts to social problems
Not Influential 27.3 15.3 9.9 1.4 6.1 17.3 62.2 3b.3 39 5 26.2 525.15 16 .00
Neutral 36.6 30.1 18.7 10.7 19.4 27 1 25.1 29.4 26 7 26.4
Very influential 36.1 54.5 71.4 87.9 74.4 55.6 12.7 34.3 33.7 47.4

Contribute to personal development
Not influential 3.6 2.9 5.8 2.1 3.9 15.9 22.7 4.9 12 2 8 6 264.3 16 .00
Neutral 9.7 9.0 20.4 10.0 12.8 29.4 30.1 14.2 14.0 17.0
Very Influential 86.7 88.1 73.8 87.9 83.3 54.7 47.2 80.9 73 9 74 5

.5A,D7'2790

Table E5(GE)-Continued

Response percentage by academic field

Comp Lit 1-114 Soc Psych Blo Math Fine Arts Lang Total

infkience (0.415) (n.210) (n.263) (n.141) (n.180) (n.215) (n.304) (n.205) (n.172)(N.2105) X2 dl p

Acquire spedallzed vocabulary
Not Influential 37.8 33.8 56.1 13.6 11.1 7.9 13.4 23.0 1 25 6 418.97 16 .00
Neutral 35.1 30.5 27.9 29.3 28.3 21.0 21.4 24.0 .1.7 26.4
Very influential 27.3 35.7 18.0 57.1 60.6 71 .0 65.2 52.9 77.2 48.1

Examine thine views
Not influential 37.5 17.2 9.9 5.0 10.6 31.8 82.5 18.7 49.1 29.6 437.8 16 .00
Nevtral 29.7 23.0 21.4 24.3 23.5 23 5 24.7 28.6 27.2 25.9
Very InIkiential 32.6 59.8 68.7 70.7 65.9 39.7 12.7 52.7 23.7 44.4

iSAtb71190
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Table E.5(P)

Specific Induence on Planning Items MY Academic ROO

Response percentage by acacemic field

Ed
Influence

Psych
(n.48)

Nurs
(n.68)

Bus
(n.91)

Total
(N.207) X2 cif

Impoilant concepts and principles
Nol influential 0.0 3.0 6.8 4.4 2.96 8 .81
Neutral 2.1 18.2 22.0 20.5
Very Influential 97.9 78.8 71.4 75.1

Mode of Inquiry
Not Influential 12.5 1.5 9.9 7.9 15.44 8 .05
Neutral 22.9 15.4 23.1 20.8
Very Influential 64.8 83.1 67.1 71.5

Acquire essential skills
Not iniluentlal 2.1 3.0 7.7 4.9 40.29 8 .00
Neutral 20.8 6.1 28.6 19.5
Very influential 77.1 90.9 63.8 75.6

Relate kali lo other fields
Not iniluenlial 2.1 13.6 5.5 7.4 29.32 8 .01)
Neutral 29.2 42.4 14.3 26.8
Very Influential 68.7 43.9 80.3 65.9

Link concepts to social problems
Not iniluenlial 2.1 9.1 16 5 10.8 12.57 8 .13
Neutral 31.3 28.8 19.8 25 4
Very influential 66.7 62.1 63.8 63.9

Contribute to personal developmen1
Not Influential 4.2 1.5 7.8 4.9 9.13 8 .33
Neutral 12.5 18.2 23 3 19 1
Very Influential 83.3 80.3 68.9 76.0

'SA? 7,27S,3

Table E.5(P)-Continued 2

Infiuence

Response percentage by academic field

X2 clf

Ed Psych
(n.48)

Nurs
(n.68)

Bus
(n.91)

Total
(N.207)

Acquire specialized vocabulary
Not influential 6.3 1.5 11.1 8.9 54.50 8 .00
Neutral 45.8 4.5 20.0 21.1
Very Influential 47.9 93.9 33.3 72.1

Examine dverse views
Not Influential 10.4 37.8 14.3 20.9 22.32 8 .00
Neutral 18.8 22.7 27.5 23.9
Very Influential 70.8 39.4 58.3 55.2

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table E.6(GE)

Specific influences on Selecting Course Consent (by Academic Field)

Response percentage by academic held

X2 df p
Comp

Influence (n.415)
Lit

(n.210)
Hist

(n.283)
Soc

(n.141)
Psych

(n.180)
Bio

(n.215)
Math

(n.304)
Fine Ads
(n.205)

Lang
(n.172)

Total
(N.2105)

Fundamental concept
Not Irdluentlal 9.7 3.4 3.4 1.4 1.0 1.4 3.0 2.0 11.5 4 4 164.42 18 .00
Neulral 18.9 15.9 8.9 3.5 2.8 2.8 4.7 8.4 17.3 9.1
Very Influential 73.4 80.8 89.7 95.0 97.2 95.8 92.3 91.7 71.2 88.4

Stimulates search for mewing
Not irdluential 19.8 4.8 18.8 15.6 17.2 35.0 74.1 23.2 45.9 29.3 488.97 18 .00
Neutral 21.7 14.5 23.0 19.1 21.7 22.9 15.2 28.1 22.3 20.8
Very Infkontial 58.5 80.7 58.2 85.2 81.1 42.1 10.8 50.7 31.8 50.0

Assists in NNW search
Not influential 34.6 58.7 59.4 34.0 34.4 49.1 34.9 64.0 42.0 45.1 153.82 18 .00
Neutral 37.0 28.8 31.4 38.3 33.3 29.4 28.9 22.7 26.8 31.1
Very Irdluontlal 28.4 12.5 9.2 27.7 32.2 21.5 36.2 13.3 31.2 23.8

TopiC Is easy
Not Influential 55.1 86.2 67.8 57.9 63.9 71.2 66.8 59.8 50.6 62.2 65.12 16 .00
Neutral 31.1 25.1 24.1 27.1 27.8 18.1 22.5 23.8 22.4 25.1
Very influential 13.8 8.7 8.0 15.0 8.3 10.7 10.7 16.7 28.9 12.7

Helps Integrals ideas
Not Influential 8.9 9.2 7 7 3.8 7.2 8.4 13.5 4.9 19 9 9.3 53.57 16 00
Neutral 19.3 211 19.3 15.8 26.1 22.9 24.9 27.6 19.9 22.0
Very influentlal 71.9 68.9 73.0 80.6 66.7 68.7 61.6 67.5 60.3 68.7

Topic Is enjoyable
Not Influential 18.8 10.6 14.2 9.9 12.8 23.7 38.3 10.3 13.9 18.4 175.05 16 .00
Neutral 28.6 24 6 37.7 23.4 29.4 30.2 34.9 25.6 20.3 29.2
Very Influential 52.8 64.7 48.1 68.7 57.8 46.0 26.8 64.0 65.8 52.4

16AI 7/16/90

Table E.6(GE)-Continued

Response percentage by academic field

Wmp Lit Hist Soc Psych Blo Math Fine Arts Lang Total
Influenc (n.415) (n.210) (n.263) (n.141) (n.180) (n.215) (n.304) (n.205) (n.172) (N.2105) X2 df p

Topic encourages Investigation
Not Idluential 8.7 5 8 7.3 5.0 8.9 11.2 20.0 4 9 23.8 10.2 152.68 18 .00
Neutral 18.0 18.8 20.5 19.9 22.2 28.4 35.8 20.7 23.8 22.8
Very Influential 77.3 75.1 72.2 75.2 68.9 60.5 44.4 74.4 52.9 67.0

Topic Interrelates fundamental prImiples
Not influential 11.4 10.7 8.1 5.7 8.9 6.5 5.0 9.4 24.7 9.7 64.69 18 .00
Neutral 21.9 25.9 28.0 18.3 28.7 22.9 21.1 22.7 20.1 22.8
Very Influential 68.7 63.4 65.9 78.0 84.4 70.8 73.8 68.0 55.2 67.5

Topic useful In soMng problems on job
Not Influential 11.1 45.1 41.1 ir.i 16.8 27.6 3.7 48.3 34.8 25.4 400.82 18 .00
Neutral 25.7 29.9 31.0 29.1 24.8 27.8 9.1 23.8 22.8 24.3
Very Influential 63.1 25.0 27.9 51.8 58.7 44.9 87.2 28.1 42.9 50.4

Topic Is Impo4lar4 esaMple
of Inquiry In lield

Nol Influential 18.6 7.3 5.0 5.0 3.3 8.0 11.4 19.2 39.4 12.8 208.97 18 .00
Neutral 28.1 23.3 18.9 15.6 19.4 20.5 25.8 19.2 28.4 22.5
Very influential 55.3 69.4 76.1 79.4 77.2 73.5 62.8 61.6 32.3 64.8

10Ai 7/1100



Table E.6(P)

Specific Influences on Selecting Cours Content (by Academic Field)

Response percentage by academic field

InfluenCe
Ed Psych

(n.48)
Nurs

(NM)
Bus

(n.91)
Total

(N-207) X2 df

Fundamental concept
Not Influential 2.1 0.0 2.2 1.5 9.99 6 .13
Neutral 2.1 4.5 10.0 6.3
Very influential 95.9 95.5 87.8 92.2

Stimulates search for meaning
Not influential 39.6 36.8 35.8 37.5 4.23 6. .84
Neutral 22.9 29.9 30.0 28.3
Very Influentlal 37.5 31.3 34.4 34.2

Assists In canter search
Not Influential 14.6 16.2 5.5 11.8 16.86 8 .02
Neutral 6.3 22.7 20.0 18.1
Very Influential 77.1 59.1 74.4 70.1

Topic is easy
Not Influential 66.6 61.2 42.2 54.1 15.92 8 .04
Neutral 27.1 20.9 35.6 28.8
Very Influential 6.3 16.0 22.3 17.1

Helps integrate Ideas
Not Influential 2.1 9.0 6.6 6.4 17.54 8 .02
Neutral 8.3 20.9 16.7 16.1
Very Influential 69.6 70.2 76.6 77.5

Topic Is enjoyable
Not Influential 27.6 26.3 14.6 22.2 11.50 8 .18
Neutral 21.3 37.3 31.5 31.0
Very Influential 51.1 34.3 53.9 4t;

IMI 7/1E40

Table E.6(P)-Continued

Response percentage by academic field

Ed Psych Nurs Bus Total
Influence (n.48) (n.88) (n.91) (N-207) X2 df

Toplc encourages InvesIgation
Not influential
Neutral

10.5
20.8

14.9
17.9

6.9
22.2

11.2
20.5

5.64 .69

Very Influential 68.6 67.2 68.9 68.3

Topic Interrelates fundamental principles
Not Influential 10.4 14.9 8.9 11.2 10.92 8 .21
Neutral 16.7 17.9 26.7 21.5
Very Influential 73.0 67.2 64.4 67.3

Topic useful In solving problems on gib
Not Influential 0.0 3.0 5.5 2.9 23.39 6 .00
Neutral 14.6 6.0 17 8 13 2
Very Influential 85.4 91.0 76.7 83.4

Topic is inlponant example
of inquiry In field

Not Influential
Neutral

8.4
27.1

6.1
24 2

10.0
21.1

8.3
23.5

8.55 .38

Very Influential 64.6 69.7 68.9 68.2

IMI 711140



Table E.7GE

Specific influence on Planning items (by Academic Fiekb

Influence

Response percentage by academic Mild

X2 di p
Comp
(N415)

Lit
(n.210)

Hist
(n.263)

Soc
(n.141)

Psych
(n.180)

Blo
(n.215)

Math
(n.304)

Fine Ails Lang Total
(n.205) (n.172)(N.2105)

My educational purpose
Not Influential 0.7 3.4 4 9 2.2 1.1 8.0 5.8 4.4 7,0 3.8 70.26 16 .00

Neutral 10,7 9.6 12.9 8.6 9.4 19.5 21.5 11.2 8.2 12.9
Very influential 88.6 87.0 82.1 89.2 89.4 74.4 72.9 84.4 84.8 83.3

My reNglous beliefs
Not influential 70.8 70.8 66.9 70.0 73.9 75.3 84.1 74.1 77.3 73.7 37.80 le .00
Neutral 18.4 12 4 16 3 12.9 14.4 9.3 9.0 10.7 11.0 12.8
Very influential 12.8 16.7 16.7 17.1 11.7 15.3 7.0 15.1 11,6 13.4

My beliefs about teaching
Not influential 5.3 7.7 12.3 8.6 8.7 14.4 13.8 13.2 7.8 9.9 48.75 16 .00
Neutral 18.4 25.1 21.5 17.3 20.2 29.3 22 5 21.1 17.8 21.5
Very Influential 78.3 tin 68.2 74.1 73.0 58.3 63.9 65.7 74.7 68.7

My political beNels
Not influential 81.2 80.3 86.0 58.3 77.2 88.4 95.7 86.3 88.8 81.1 158.57 18 .00
Neutral 14 0 13.0 21.0 24.5 15.8 7.9 3.3 11.8 9.3 12.8
Very influential 4.8 6.7 13.0 17.3 7.2 3.7 1.0 2.0 4.1 6.1

Teaching experience
Not infkientlal 0.2 1 9 1.5 0.7 1 7 3.7 1.7 1 5 0 0 1.4 48.93 16 .00
Neutral 2.7 5 7 11.1 8.8 6.7 9 8 9 6 9.8 2 9 7 2
Very influential 97.1 92 3 87.4 90.7 91.7 86.4 88.7 88.8 97.1 91.4

Formal education coursls
Not infkiential 51.2 64 4 63.5 45.3 39.4 48.4 43.7 38.1 47.1 49.7 80.62 16 .00
Neutral 23.4 12.5 13.7 18.5 20.6 18.1 25.5 24.3 16.3 19.7
Very influential 25.4 23.1 22.8 38.1 40.0 33.5 30.8 37.6 36.6 30.6

Instructional workshops
Not influential 36.7 51.9 58.8 41.4 40.8 42.3 42.9 42.6 23.4 42.6 97.57 16 00
Neutral 24.6 25.0 24.0 20.0 26.8 27.7 28.9 30.9 26.3 26.1
Very Influential 38.8 23.1 17.2 38.6 32.4 30.0 28.2 26.5 50 3 31.3

ISA2a Pleego

Table E.7 (GE)-Continued

Response percentage by academic field

Comp Lit fist Soc Psych Bio Math Fine Arts Lang Total

Influence (N415) (n.210) (n.263) (n.141) (n.180) (n.215) (n.304) (n.205) (n.172)(N.2105) X2 dl p

Practitioner opulence
Not Influential 3.2 9 4 7.7 13.8 18.7 13.5 15.0 6.5 3.5 9.3 94.02 18 .00
Neutral 9.0 7.4 10.3 12.1 15.0 14.9 17.3 8.5 8.5 11.3
Very Intaiential 87.8 83.2 82.0 74.3 68.3 71.6 87.8 85.1 90.0 79.4

Way I was taught
Not Influential 84.8 55.8 46.4 58.4 84.4 53.0 44.9 82.4 57.9 56.1 88.32 18 .00
Neutral 23.6 23.8 23.0 27.1 18.9 27.4 30.4 20.8 24.6 24.5
Very influential t1.8 20.7 30.7 18.4 18.7 19.5 24.8 16.8 17.5 19.4

Scholarly preparation
Not Influential 14.7 5 7 4.9 8.4 11.1 8.0 10.9 5.9 18.8 9.8 70.90 18 .00
Neutral 25.1 19 6 16.0 13.6 18 9 20.9 23.1 17.2 20.3 20.2
V84,10114041 60.1 746 79.1 80.0 70.0 73.0 68.3 76.8 61.0 70.0

Practitioner preparation
Not influential 12.5 13 4 16.7 21.4 24.0 20 9 21 3 8.9 12.0 18.5 73.82 18 .00
Neutral 18 9 24 9 20.2 12.9 19.8 20.9 26.2 12.4 12.0 19.4
Very influential 686 81 7 63.0 85.7 58.4 58.1 52.5 78.7 75.9 64.1
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Table E.7(P)

Influence of Badiground Beliefs on Course Planning (by Academic Reid)

Influence

Percent responses by academic field

Ed Psych
(n.48)

Nurs
(n.68)

Bus
(n.91)

Total
(N.207)

My educational purpose
Not Influential 2.1 4.5 2.2 2.9
Neutral 2.1 13.6 20.9 14.1
Very influential 95.8 81.8 77.0 83.0

My religious beliefs
Not innuential 68.8 65.1 64.8 85.9
Neutral 14.6 24.2 20.9 20.5
Very inlluential 16.7 10.6 14.3 13.7

My belefs about teaching
Not Influential 4.2 9.1 6.6 8.8
Neutral 10.4 15.2 24.2 18.0
Very inlluential 85.5 75.7 69.2 75.1

My political beiefs
Not Influential 75.0 89.4 78.0 80.9
Neutral 18 8 7.6 14.3 13.2
Very Influential 6.3 3.0 7.7 5.9

Teaching experience
Not Influential 2.1 3.0 4.4 3.5
Neutral 10.4 12.1 12.1 11.7
Very Influential 87.5 84.8 83.6 84.9

Formal education courses
Not infkiential 12.6 12.1 20.9 16.1
Neutral 22.9 19.7 17.6 19.5
Very influential 64.6 68.2 61.6 64.4

X2 df

12.72 8 .12

16.37 8 .04

21.60 8 .01

8.65 8 .37

5.12 8 .74

6.13 8 .63

Table E.7(P)-Continued

InfAience of Background debits on Course Planning (by Academic Reid)

Influence

Percent responses by academic field

Ed Psych
(n.48)

Nurs
(n.68)

Bus
(n.91)

Total
(N.207)

Instructional workshops
No4 influential 14.6 10.6 29.7 20.0
Neutral 41.7 21.2 23.1 26.8
Very influential 43.8 68.2 47.3 53.2

Practitioner experlence
Not Influential 2.1 0.0 6.6 3.5
Neutral 4.2 3.0 6.6 4.9
Very Influential 93.8 97.0 86.8 91.7

Way I was taught
Not Influential 75.1 63.6 58.9 84.2
Neutral 18.8 24.2 26.7 24.0
Very Influential 6.3 12.1 14.5 11.8

Scholarly preparation
Not Influential 0.0 3.0 17.6 8.8
Neutral 29.2 19.7 23.1 23.4
Very Inlluential 70.8 77.2 59.4 67.8

Practitioner preparation
Not Influential 8.4 0.0 9.9 8.4
Neutral 12.5 9.1 14 0 10.7
Very Influential 79.2 90.9 2 83.0

X2 df

16.57 8 .02

10.04 8 .26

16.58 8 ,03

19.41 8 .01

14.93 8 .06

15626 7116/90
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Table E.8(GE)

Betels About Education (b/ Academic Field)

Response percentage by academic field

X2 df p
Comp Lit

Purpose of Education (r).415)(n.210)
Fist Soc Psych

(n.263) (n.141) (r).180)
Bio

(n.215)
Math

(n.304)
Fine Arts Lang
(n.205) (n.172)

Total
(M.2105)

Social change
Not like my bele, 17.2 18.4 14.3 6.4 8.9 23.2 51.2 21.8 22.4 21.9 271.44 16 .00
Neutral 29 3 30.4 24.3 15.0 17.3 31.3 28.2 28.7 20.6 25.8
Very much ike my belief 53.5 51.2 61.4 78.6 73.7 45.5 22.6 49.5 57.1 52.3

Effective thinking
Not ike my belef 0.7 2.9 1.1 0.0 3.3 0.5 0.7 3.5 4.7 1.7 53.41 16 .00
Neutral 5.1 9.6 5.0 6.4 12.8 0.1 5.9 11.9 12.4 7 9
Very much like my belief 94.2 87.6 93.9 93.6 83.9 91.4 93.4 84.7 82.9 90.3

Systemic instruction
Not Ike my belief 16.0 27.8 17.7 17.3 20.0 17.5 10.9 18.8 8.2 16.9 68.36 16 .00
Neutral 28.4 28.7 32.3 30.2 26.1 32.1 27.1 27.2 15.9 27.9
Very much Ike my belef 55.6 43.5 50.0 52.5 53.9 50.5 62.0 54.0 75.9 55.2

Vocational development
Not like my belief 34.9 62.7 58.1 44.6 44.4 47.4 18.1 57.9 40.2 43.5 195.53 16 .00
Neutral 34.4 24.4 24.6 36.0 32.2 29.7 33.9 20.8 32.0 30.0
Very much Ike my belief 30.8 12.9 17.3 19.4 23.3 23.0 46.0 21.3 27.8 26.5

Determined by mission and resource constraints
Not like my belief 83.6 64.3 84.6 66.4 65.7 60.7 59.8 66.0 59.2 63.2 19.97 16 .22
Neutral 22.7 23.7 23.8 22.9 23.0 26.1 28.6 24.5 19.5 24.1
Very much like my belief 13.7 12.1 11.6 10.7 11.2 13.3 11.6 9.5 21.3 12.7

Personal enrichment
Not like my belief 23.2 24.4 45.5 29.5 27.8 51.2 69.5 20.4 35.3 37.2 300.05 16 .00
Neutral 25.9 27.3 28.8 27.3 28.3 31.8 19.2 28.4 33.5 27.2
Very much Ike my belief 50.8 48.3 25.7 43.2 43.9 17.1 11.3 51.2 31.2 35.6

Learn greet ideas of humanity
Not like my belief 34.1 9.1 11.2 15.7 7.8 16 6 30.9 9.4 48.8 21.8 276.08 16 .00
Neutral 31.5 18.2 21.9 27 9 36.1 33.2 29.2 22.3 22.9 27.4
Very much Ike my belief 34.4 72.7 66.9 56.4 56.1 50.2 ?9.9 68.3 28.3 50.9

Clarify values and achieve commitment
Not like my belief 13.8 4.3 10.0 11.5 13.3 21.9 33.4 10.4 21.9 16.2 169.98 16 .00
Neutral 21.3 17.2 22.3 28.8 29.4 27.1 32.1 21.3 23.1 24.5
Very much like my belief 64.9 78.5 67.7 59.7 57.2 51.0 34.4 68.3 55.0 59.3

ION 7116/90

Table E.8(P)

Betels About Education (by Academic Field)

Response percentage by academic field

Ed Psych Nurs Bus Total

Purpose of Education (n.48) (n.68) (ri-91) (N-207) X2 df

Social change
Not like my belle, 8.5 7.8 11.0 9.3 1.65 4 .80

Neutral 14.9 22.7 19.8 19.6
Very muth Ike my belief 76.6 69.7 69.2 71.1

Effective thiriting
Not Oa my belief 2.1 1.5 2.2 2.0 2.28 4 .69
Neutral 10.6 6.1 13.2 10.3
Very much Ike my belief 87.2 92.4 84.8 87.7

Systematic instruction
Not Ike my belief 4.3 3.0 12.1 7.3 12.22 4 .02
Neutral 21.3 14.9 29.7 22.9
Very mudl Ike my belief 74.5 82.1 58.2 69.8

Vocational development
Not Ike my betel 23.4 10.4 8.8 11.7 10.57 4 .03
Neutral 7.7 20.9 23.1 23.4
Very mudl Ike my belief 48.9 68.7 70.3 64.9

Determined by mission and resource constraints 59
Not Ike my belief 63.8 60.6 54.9 58.8 1.95 4 0.74

Neutral 25.5 25.8 26.4 26.0
Very much Ike my belief 10.8 13.6 18.7 15.2

Personal enrichment
Not Ike my belief 34.0 26.9 37.4 33.2 2.03 4 0.73
Neutral 29.8 31.3 28.8 29.8
Very mudl Ike my belief 36.2 41.8 34.1 37.1

Learn greet ideas of humanity
Not Ike my belief 25.5 20.9 18.7 21.0 1.16 4 0.89
Neutral 31.9 34.3 38.5 35.6
Very much Ike my belief 42.6 44.8 42.9 43.4

Clarify values and achieve commitment
Not Ike my belief 10.8 3.0 8.9 7.4 10.12 4 .04
Neutral 23.4 18.4 33 3 25.5
Very much Ike my belief 66.0 80.8 57.8 67.2

10A7 7116190



Table E.9(GE)

Prefeaed Educational Bakef (by Academic Re Id)

Preened Belief

Response percentage (Prat choice)

X2 df
Comp

(n.378)
Ut

(n.182)
Hist

(n.224)
Soc

(n.122)
Psych

(n.187)
Bio

(n.193)
Math

(n-288)
Fine Puts

(n.185)
Lang

(n.160)
Total

(N-189r)

Social thange 8.5 12.8 18.1 31.1 24.0 15.5 4.9 8.1 21.3 13.8 410.20 .56 .00

Effective thinking 88.2 48.4 61.8 48.4 48.5 68.9 74.0 50.3 35.6 58.6

Systematic Instruction 8 1 1.8 1.3 0.8 5.4 4.7 9.0 8.1 21.3 6.5

Vocational development 2.9 0.0 1.8 1.8 0.8 0.5 4.9 2.7 2.5 2.2

Determined by mission
and resource constraints 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.1 0.5

Personal enrichment 3.2 3.3 1.8 0.8 10.8 0.0 0.0 8.5 3.8 3.1

Learn great ideas of
humanity 2.7 12.8 9.4 6.6 4.8 4.7 4.2 13.0 0.8 6.1

Clarify values and
achieve commitment 9.8 21.4 8.0 10.7 4.8 5.7 3.1 11.4 11.3 9.2

N 1897 due to hstwise deletion

Table E.9(P)

Preferred Educational Belief (by Academic Reld)

Response percentage (First choice)

Preferred Bel&
Ed Psych

(n.43)
Num

(n.59)
Bus

(n.83)
Total

(W.185') X2 df

Social change 25.8 5.1 19.3 16.2 22.17 12 .04
Effective thinking 41.9 55.9 48.2 49.2

Systematic Instruction 14.0 16.9 4.8 10.8

Vocational development 2.3 10.2 14.5 10.3

Determined by mission
and resource constraints 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0

Personal enrichment 2.3 3.4 2.4 2.7

Learn great ideas of
humanity 4 7 1.7 0.0 1 6

Clartly values and
achieve commitment

9.3 6 8 10.8 9.2

' M.185 due to Istwise deletion

24i
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Table E.10(GE)

CharsaNistics oi introductory Class (by Acadentic Reid)

Response percentage

Comp Lit Hist Soc Psych Bio Math Fine Arts Lang Total
Characteristic (m.415) (n.210) (n.263) (n.141) (n.180) (n.215) (n.304) (n.205) (n.172) (N.2105) Il2 dl p

Unit offering course
Depanmant-single field 71.0 75.7 81.3 46.4 85.4 73.0 75.3 66.7 85.9 88.1 108.14 40 .00
Division-several fields 18.3 11.9 25.7 40.0 24.6 18.3 14.5 17.2 17.1 19.2
Sequence or subprogram ol dept. 4.9 3.8 2.3 3.8 2.8 3.3 2.8 8.4 10.0 4.3
College committee 2.7 4.3 4.2 2.9 1.7 1.9 2.3 2.9 1.2 2.7
Cotiege-wide unit 3.2 3.3 3.0 4.3 3.4 2.6 4.3 4.9 2.9 3.5
Other 1.9 1.0 3.4 2.9 2.2 2.8 1.0 2.0 2.9 2.1

Pdmaty goal of sponeoring unit
General earcation 81.7 64.1 87.8 86.9 43.8 31.1 38.3 52.2 57.9 53.5 302.49 40 .00
Prepare majors 10.8 17.7 13.0 18.4 30.3 38.3 33.3 24.8 15.8 21.8
Prepare students lor transfer 15.1 10.0 14.4 9.8 17.4 15.8 19.0 10.8 12.9 14.8
Prepare directly lor careers 1.0 1.0 0.4 0.0 2.8 2.8 2.3 8.9 2.9 2.3
Prepare tor graduate/
professional school 0.2 1.0 0.4 0.0 2.2 9.0 1.7 0.0 1.8 1.7

Other 9.0 6.2 4.2 5.1 3.4 5.2 7.3 3 4 8.8 8.2

Tab% E.10(P)

Chanio.uk: ts ol introductory Class (by Acadenic nab)

Response pero. Jaorr

Charaderislic
Ed Psych

(n.48)
Nuns

(n.68)
Bus

(n.91)
Total

(N-207) Il2 dl

Unit offering course
Depanment-single field 64.6 81.8 54.9 65.9 28.84 10 .00
Division-several Molds 18.8 6.1 38.3 22.4
Sequence or subprogram of dept 10.4 7.8 3.3 6.3
CoNege committee 2.1 1.5 2.2 2.0
College-wide unit 0.0 0.0 2.2 1.0
Other 4.2 3.0 1.1 2.4

Primary goal of sponsoring uni1
General education 4.2 1.5 14.3 7.8 48.92 10 .00
Prepare melon 37 5 28.4 54.9 42.2
Prepare students for transfer 4 2 1.5 7.7 4.9
Prepare directly for careers 43 8 67.2 19.5 40.8
Prepare for graduate/
professional school 4.2 0.0 0.0 1.0

Other 6 3 1 5 3.3 3.4

3A2t 2/11190
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Tahiti E.11(GE)

Pea& ad Characteristics ol Sponsoring Programs (by Academic Field)

Response percentage by academic field

Comp Lit Hist Soc Psych Bio Math Fine Arts Lang Total

Characteristic (n.415) (n.210) (ri.263) (n.141) (n.180) (n.215) (n.304) (ri.205) (n.172) (N.2105) X2 dl p

Teaching a major 9001
Not True 3.2 3.4 1.5 1.4 0.6 3.7 4.8 4.9 1.8 3.0 25.77 18 .0 i
Neutral 8.1 7.8 7.7 5.0 3 3 8.4 5.6 2.5 5.3 6.9

Very True 90.8 88.7 90.8 93.5 96.1 87.9 89.8 92.6 92.9 91.1

Rasearch a major goal
Not True 82.9 43.9 46.5 60.9 64.4 59.8 88.1 53.5 48.5 57.3 69.47 16 .00
Neutrel 22.1 31.2 26.2 23.9 16.7 18.2 15.6 27.8 29.6 22.9
Very True 15.0 24.9 27.3 15 2 18.9 22.0 16.4 18.7 21.9 19.7

Students should loam conctOs
Not True 2.9 0.5 1.9 3.6 1.7 1.4 2.3 2.5 5.4 2.4 27.25 16 .04
Neutral 12.3 11.1 12.3 8.6 7.2 6.1 7.6 8.5 13.2 9.9
Very True 84.8 88.4 85.8 87.8 91.1 92.5 90.1 88.9 81.4 87.7

Students should apply amcepts
Not True 3.4 1.9 8.2 8.0 3.9 4.7 1.3 2.5 4.0 3.8 88.67 18 .00
Neutral 6.4 14.6 21.5 15.2 18.3 16.7 11.9 16.4 6.6 13.6

Very True 90.2 83.5 72.3 76.8 77.8 78.6 86.8 81.1 88.6 82.0

Courses tightfy coordinated
Not True 18.8 23.7 28.7 27.2 28.1 18.0 4.7 13.6 6.6 18.1 152.61 16 .00
Neulral 29.: 27.1 28.7 35.3 35.0 31.8 19.3 23.6 25.7 27.9
Very True 52.1 49.3 42.5 37.5 38.9 50.2 76.1 62.8 67.7 54.1

Students programs largely presorted
Not True 11.5 15.3 24.1 25.2 20.6 10.8 5.0 12.7 6.0 13.8 98.46 18 .00
Neutral 29.7 31.5 33.9 32.6 36.1 34.0 30.8 23.9 31.3 31.3
Very True 58.7 53.2 42.0 42.2 43.3 55.2 64.2 63.5 62.7 54.9

Mission is distinctive
Not True 12.5 10.3 16 4 17.4 14.9 11.4 8.7 9.3 6.4 12.0 51.77 16 .00
Neulral 27.1 26.1 30.9 32.6 35.4 34.3 27.9 17.6 21.1 28.0
Very True 60.4 63.5 52.7 50.0 49.7 54.3 63.4 73.1 70.5 60.0

Mission is understood by faculty
Not True 9.6 10.7 12.8 9.6 9.5 8.0 8.3 10.6 6.5 9.6 21.99 16 0.14
Neutral 19.8 15.5 19.8 20.0 25.7 23.9 16.6 14.1 17.3 19.1

Very True 70.6 73.8 67.3 70.4 64.8 68.1 75.2 75.3 78.2 71.3

Courses ars hterrelated
Not True 12.0 16.3 19.1 16.9 18.9 11.3 7.3 12.8 9.4 13.3 59.39 16 .00
Neutral 28.5 33.2 34.6 27.2 26.1 32.9 22.4 27.6 21.2 28.3
Very True 59.5 50 5 46.3 55.9 55.0 55.9 70.3 59.8 69.4 58.4

6A1 7118190

'able E.11(P)

Pareahrad Charsztanstics of Sponsoring Programs (by Acadsmic Ffaid)

Response percentage by academic field

Characteristic
Ed Psych

(n-48)
Nurs

(ro48)
Bus

0>

Total

(N-207) x2 df

Teaching a mejor goal
Not TWO 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 1.26 2 .53
Neutral 2.1 1.5 4.4 3.0
Very True 97.9 98.5 95.6 97.0

Research a major goal
Not True 54.3 68.; 70.0 65.3 4.71 4 .32
Neutral 32.6 27.3 20.0 25.2
Very True 13.0 6.1 10.0 9.4

Students should learn concepts
Not True 0.0 0.0 2.2 1.0 6.37 4 .17
Neutral 8.5 3.0 11.1 7.4
Very True 93.5 97.0 86.7 91.6

Students should apply concepts
Not True 0.0 0.0 2.2 1.0 5.21 4 .27
Neutral 4.3 4.5 10.1 el
Very True 95.7 95.5 87.6 92.1

Coursed tightfy coordinated
Not True 13.0 0.0 17.0 10.9 32.10 4 .00
Neutral 21.7 3.0 25.6 17.3
Very True 65.2 97.0 56.7 71.8

Students' programs largely prescribed
Not True 2.2 0.0 11.2 5.5 27.72 4 .00
Neutral 8.7 3.1 23.6 13.5
Very True 89.1 96.9 65.2 81.0

Mission Is distinctive
Not True 4 3 0.0 9.0 5.0 26.15 4 .00
Neutral 8.5 1.5 23.6 12.9
Very True 87.2 98.5 67.4 82.2

Miseion Is understood by faculty
Not True 0.0 0.0 10.0 4.4 18.51 4 .00
Neutral 10.6 3.0 14.4 9 9
Very True 89.4 97.0 75.8 85.7

Course* are Interrelated
NoI NO 4.3 1.5 4.4 3.4 10.37 4 .03
Neutral 14.9 1.5 15.6 10.8

arm True 80.9 97.0 (0.0 85.7

6A1 7116190
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Table E.12(GE)

Perarived Chirac Wefts of College (by Academic ReicI)

Response percentage by academic field

Comp
Characted Sbc (n.415)

Lit

(n.210)
Hist Soc Psych Blo Math

(n.263) (n.141) (n-180) (n.215) (n.304)
Fine Arts
(n.205)

Lang
(n.172)

Total
(N.2105) X2 df

Teaching a major goal
Nol true 5.8 8.6 4.9 5.8 2.2 5.2 6.9 2.5 2.4 5.1 27.34 16 .04
Neutral 9.7 14.4 9.1 7.2 8,4 11.8 8.9 12.3 14.2 10.5
Very true 84.7 77.0 85.9 87.1 89,4 82.9 84.2 85.2 83.4 84.3

Research a MOW goal
Not true 58.4 46.6 57.3 68.9 69.3 68.7 63.7 49.5 45.3 58.5 79.37 16 .00
Neutral 28.4 28.4 19.5 19.4 19,8 13.3 18.2 30.7 24.7 22.1
Very true 15.3 25.0 23.3 13.7 11,2 18.0 20.1 19.8 20.0 19.4

Students shoii!k ream concepts
Nol true 3.0 3.4 6.9 6.7 5.0 2.8 4.7 2.0 2.4 4.0 21.26 16 .17
Neutral 22.5 22.1 21.6 17.0 17.3 18.0 23.5 18.9 22.9 20.9
Very true 74.8 74.5 71.4 78.3 77.7 79.1 71.8 79.1 74.7 75.1

Students should apply concepts
Not true 3.4 4.8 8.8 10.4 7.8 7.7 3.3 5.0 2.9 5.8 46.12 16 .00
Neutral 21.3 24.2 31.2 34.1 25.7 29.7 23.7 30.3 25.9 26.5
Very true 75.2 71.0 60.0 55.8 66.5 62.7 72.9 64.7 71.2 67.9

Courses tightly coordinated
Not true 29.3 34.3 43.5 42 3 36.7 30.3 16.3 26.5 20.0 30.3 88.56 16 .00
Neutral 37.0 32.9 31.5 32.1 40.1 39.4 40.7 40.3 33.9 36.7
Very true 33.7 32.9 25.0 25.5 23.2 30.3 43.0 33.2 46.1 33.0

Students' programs la, 7.ly prescribed
Not true 13.6 18.7 19.2 18.7 24.7 18.0 11.6 17.1 15.6 16.8 28.49 16 .03
Neutral 36.0 31.5 38.5 35.1 33.7 37 4 36.5 28.1 37.1 35.2
Very true 50.4 49.8 42.3 46.3 41.6 44.5 51.8 54.8 47.3 48.1

SAl 7/18/0

Table E.12(GE)-Confinued

Response percentage by academic field

f';omp Ut Hist Soc Psych Bio Math Fine Ms Lang Total
Characlerlstic (n.415) (n.210) (n.263) (n.141) (n.180) (n-215) (n.304) (n.205) (n.172) (P4.2105) X2 df
.1111

Mission is clitlinctive
Not true 13.4 13.2 20.6 26.3 22.9 13.0 12.9 17.4 18.0 16.4 37.37 18 .00
Neutral 32.8 28.9 33.1 27.8 27.4 38 8 31.9 25 8 28.4 31.0
Very true 54.0 57.8 48.3 45.9 49.7 48.3 55.3 58.9 55.8 52.5

Mission Is understood by faculty
Not true 15.4 12.6 22.7 21.2 19.1 13.8 18.3 18.7 13.8 18.7 20.27 18 .21
Neutral 29.3 26.2 25.8 27.7 31.5 33.3 26.2 28.8 29.0 28.5
Very true 55.3 61.2 51.6 51.1 4'i.4 52.9 57.5 54.5 57.4 54.8

Comes are interrelated
Nol true 29.1 35 3 37.4 35.0 36.0 36.5 27.8 38.9 33.7 33.8 35.22 18 .00
Neutral 42.5 38.2 39.3 40.9 41.8 41.7 33.4 38.9 39.1 39.2
Very true 28.4 26.6 23.3 24.1 22.5 21.8 38.7 24.2 27.2 27.1

Programs are interrelated
No1 tnie 35.0 38.8 41,1 39.4 43,8 38.4 27.2 41.5 35.1 37.0 25.27 18 .07
Neutral 39.7 38.3 39.1 39.4 34.8 42.2 44.9 39.0 39.3 40.0
Very true 25.4 22.8 19.8 21.2 21.3 19 4 27.9 19 5 25.6 23.0

SAI 7/11/90



Table E.12(P)

Perceived Chareaerisbcs of College (by Academic Reid)

Response percentage by academic held

Ed Psych Nurs Bus Total

Charactedstic (n-48) (n-68) (n-91) (N.207) X2 df

Teething a major goal
Not KA 6.4 0.0 2.2 2.5 8.58 4 .U7

Neutral 14.9 6.1 6.8 8.3
Very true 78.7 93.9 91.2 89.2

Research a major goal
Not true 53.2 61.2 e8.1 62.4 18.88 4 .00
Neutral 10.6 26.9 22.0 21.0
Very KA 36.2 11.9 9.9 16.6

Students should learn concepts
Not Inn 0.0 6.0 2.2 2.9 3.98 4 .41

Neutral 12.8 14.9 14.3 14.1
Very KA 87.2 7.1 83.5 82 ri

Students should apply concepts
Not true 2.1 6.1 4.4 4.4 4.27 4 .37
Neutral 29.8 15.2 20.0 20.7
Very hue 68.1 78.8 75.6 74.9

Courses tightly coordinated
Not true 26.1 9.2 24.2 19.8 7.83 4 .10
Neutral 39.1 41.6 31.9 36.6
Very true 34.8 49.2 44.0 43.6

Students programs largely prescnbed
Not true 4.3 1.6 17.6 9.5 15.44 4 .00
Neutral 34.0 41.3 24.2 31.8
Very true 61 7 57.1 58.2 58.7

5A2 7/18/90

Table E.12(P)-Continued

Response percentage by academic field

Ed Psych Nurs Bus Total
Charaeleristic (n-48) (11.68) (11.91) (N.207) X2 df

Mission is distinctive
Not true 8.5 0.0 10.0 6.4 9.31 4 .05
Neutral 17.0 15.4 23.3 19.3
Very true 74.5 84.6 68.7 74.3

Mission is understood by faculty
Not true 12 8 1.5 13.2 9.4 11.92 4 .02
Neutral 19.1 10.8 22.0 17.7
Very true 68.1 87.7 64.8 72.9

Cuurses are Interrelated
Not true 19.1 9.2 18.7 15.8 17.90 4 .00
Neutral 55.3 41.5 24.2 36.9
Very true 25.5 49.2 57.1 47.3

Programs are Interrelated
Not true 38 2 24.8 22.2 26 2 10.43 4 .03
Neutral 40.4 47.7 32.2 39.1
Very true 23.4 27.7 45.8 34.7

243 SA2 7/16/90



Table E.13(GE)

Perceived Autonomy of Sponsoring Program, Facuky, and Students (by Academic Field)

Response percentage by academic field

Comp Lit Hisl Sou Psych Bio Math Fine Arts Lang Total
Characteristic (n.415) (n.210) (n.263) (n-141) (n.180) (n.215) (n-304) (n.205) (n-172) (N-2105) X2 df p

%dents have wide
theca of courses

Not Ike my progrwn 47.4 38.2 36.8 28.4 25.3 45.8 60.6 43.3 52.4 43.8 100.78 16 .00
%Arai 30.3 30.9 38.4 36.2 33.7 31.8 21.5 26.8 27.1 30.1
Very much Ake my program 22.2 30.9 26.7 35.5 41.0 22.4 17.9 30.0 20.6 26.2

Faialy have little
autonomy In choosing
courts *intent

Not Ake my groom 38.1 52.5 64.5 64.5 58.2 47.9 14.3 60.1 39.4 46.1 257.78 16 .00
Neutral 22.5 22.1 13.5 14.9 15 3 19.7 19.6 18.7 20.6 19.0
Vwy much Ike my program 39.4 25.5 22.0 20.6 26.6 32.4 66.1 21.2 40.0 34.9

Content or course
Irnitsd by hierarchical
nature of Lid

Nol Ike my progrwn 11.5 25.7 45.6 40.0 22.5 21.5 2.3 30.0 2.9 20.8 452.62 16 .00
Neutral 19.1 23.8 31.3 30.7 29.8 25.7 3 19.5 11.7 20.9
Very much Ake my program 69.4 50.5 23.2 29 3 47.8 52.8 52.4 50.5 85.4 58.4

In advising faculty stress
Interrelatedness of
fields and courses

Not like my program 33.3 38.0 34.0 31.7 34.8 23.8 22.7 35.5 35 9 31 8 39.17 16 00
Neutral 37.7 32.2 33.6 31.7 32.0 30.4 36.8 30.5 30.6 33.6
Very much liko my program 29.1 29.0 32.4 36.7 33.1 45.8 40.5 34.0 33.5 34.7

Many curricula dedsions
we made at level
broader than program

Not like my program 52.6 57.4 48.6 58,6 55.9 61.5 51.5 55.6 57.4 54.7 18.12 16 .32
Neutral 21.9 17.6 20.6 16.4 21.5 17.4 24.8 20.7 21.9 20.8
Very much like my program 25.4 25.0 30.7 25.0 22.8 21.1 23.8 23.7 20.7 24.5

ruble E.13(P)

?Ai 911190

Perceived Autonomy of Sponsoring Program, Faculty, and Students (by Academic Field)

Response percentage by academic field

Ed Psych Nurs Bus Total
Characteristic (n.48) (n.68) (n.91) (M.207) X2 df

Students have wide
choke Of cOursas

Not Nka my program 75.0 82.1 35.2 59.7 42.08 4 .00
Neutral 14.6 10.4 30.8 20.4
Very much Ilke nri proaam 10.4 7.5 34.1 19.9

Facuey have 111116

autonomy In choosing
course content

Not Ike my program 53.3 22.7 50.0 43.1 26.12 4 .00
Neutral 25.0 18.2 20.0 20.6
Very much Ike niy program 16.7 59.1 30.0 36.3

Content of course
limited by hierarchical
nature of field

Not Ike my program 4.2 1.5 12.2 6.8 21.59 4 .00
Neutral 14.6 3.0 22.2 14.1
Very much like nry program 81.3 95.5 65.8 79.0

In advising faculty stress
interrelatedness of
fields and courses

Not like my program 20.8 22.4 13.3 18 0 6.14 4 .19
Neutral 33 3 17.9 30.0 25.8
Very much Ike my program 45.8 59.7 56.7 55.1

Many curricula' decisions
are mode al level
broader than program

Not Ike my program 37,5 73.1 53.9 58.4 18.43 4 00
Neutral 39.8 9.0 24.7 23.0
Very much Ike my program 22.9 17.9 21.3 20.6

1A2 9/1590



Table E.14(GE)

In &once of Cege and Program Goats on Planning (by Academic Field)

Response percentage by acadamic field

Comp Ut Hist Soc Psych 810 Math
Intluence (n.415) (n.210) (n.263) (n.141) (n.160) (n.215) (r).304)

College goals
Not Influential
Neutral
Very Influential

Program goals

29.9 24.6 32.7 39.3 40.0 41.1 31.1
33.8 34.8 28.1 32.1 29.4 27,6 34.8
36 3 40.5 39.2 28.6 30.6 31.3 34.1

Not :ntluereial 9.9 8.6 17.2 18.8 16.1 13.6 3.7
Neutral 21.1 25.7 28.3 29.3 29.4 27.1 20.7
Very Influential 89,0 85.7 513.5 52.1 64.4 59.3 75.8

Program contribution to collego
Not influential 5,1 8.1 12.5 16.4 15.6 16,4 9.7
Neutral 20.4 23.13 21.7 27.9 35.6 23.9 23.1
Very influential 74.5 68.1 65.8 55.7 48.9 59.6 67.2

Program prescription
Not Influential 22.6 34.9 40.2 44.3 38.7 26.8 7.4
Neutral 25.0 30.6 28.6 27.9 30.0 31.9 26,5
Very Influential 52.4 34.4 31.3 27.9 33.3 39.4 66.1

Content Interrelatedness
Not influential 22.4 31.9 33.7 29.3 29.4 29.4 16.4
Neutral 32.0 37.6 35.6 35.0 39.4 36.9 37.0
Very Influential 45.6 30.5 30.7 35.7 31.1 33.6 46.5

Student requirements later
Not Influential
Neutral
Very influential

10.4 23.1 34.0 18.1 15.8 27.7 4.0
20.4 31.3 27.9 26.8 32.4 21.1 8.7
69.2 45.7 38.2 55.1 52.0 51.2 87.3

Table E.14(P)

Influences of College and Program Goals on Planning (by Academic Fieki)

X2 df p
Fine Arts Lang Tots
(n.205) (n.172)(N.2105)

27.5 37.2 32.9 30.20 113 .02
33,8 29.1 31.8
38.7 33.7 35.3

13.7 8.7 11.6 79.17 113 .00
20,8 12,2 23.3
85.7 79.1 85.2

5.4 12,2 10.4 67.09 16 .00
27.1 21.5 24.2
67.5 68.3 65.4

25.6 14.6 26.8 180.64 16 .00
33.0 25.7 28.4
41.4 59.6 44.8

24.5 38.4 27.2 60.25 16 .00
36.3 30.8 35.4
39.2 30.8 37.4

74.3 8.8 19.9 342.38 16 .00
23.2 17.5 22.3
29.6 73.7 57.8

ISAI6 7116190

1

Response percentage by academic Held

Ed Psych Nurs 13us Total
Influence (n.48) (n.68) (n.91) (N.207) X2 df

C011.9* 03419
14,: Influential 25.0 10.6 25.3 20.5 9.50
Neutral 29.2 34.8 26.6 30.7
Very Influential 45.8 54.5 46.2 413.8

Program goals
Not influential 4.2 0.0 8.8 4.9 32.42
Neutral 10.4 6.1 17.6 12.2
Very Influential 85.4 93.9 73.7 83.0

Program contribution to college
Not Influential 14.6 6.0 8.8 9.2 5.82
Neutral 25.0 31.8 28.4 27.8
Very influentird 60.5 62.1 64.9 63.0

Program prescription
Not Influential 16.7 1.5 24.2 15.1 39.02
Neutral 43 8 ;1.2 25.3 28.3
Very intkiential 39.8 77.2 50.6 56.6

Content Interrelatedness
Not Influential 18 8 16.6 15.4 16.6 6.74
Neutral 43.8 36.4 29.7 35.5
Very Influential 37.5 46.9 55.0 48.3

Student requirements later
Not Influential 8 4 1 5 6.6 5.4 12.02
Neutral 25.0 16.7 20.9 20.5
Very Influential 66 7 81.8 72.6 74.2

8 .30

8 .00

8

8 .00

8 .57

8 .15

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table E.15(GE)

Cherecferistics oV Introductory Cows* Students (by Academic Reid)

Response percentage

Comp Lit Hist Soc Psych 810 Math Fine kts Lang Total
Charade,* lic (n.415) (n.210) (n.263) (n.141) (n.180) (n.215) (n.304) (n.205) (n.172) (N.2105) X2 dl

Student preparation for coutie
Not aN prepared 3.2 6.7 19.1 33.3 27.4 15.4 8.3 53.4 34.9 18.8 399.83 24 .00
Somewhat prepared 92.5 89.0 77.5 85.2 69.3 80.4 80.5 48.1 64.5 76.7
Very well prepared or

extremely well prepared 4.3 4.3 3.4 1.4 3.4 4.2 13.2 0.5 0.6 4.5

Student effort in mune
Very little effort 0.2 1.0 1.5 0.7 1.7 0.9 2.0 2.0 0.8 1.2 68.30 24 .00
Relativeti IttM effort ell 5.3 11.5 14.4 9.4 20.6 11.0 11.4 8.2 10.5
Modest Gnat 66.3 68.9 68.7 89.1 75.6 59.3 64.5 71.8 68.8 67.6
A great deal of effort 28.8 24.9 18.3 15.8 13.3 19.2 22.8 14.9 22.4 20.7

3Aib 7/16/90

Table E.15(P)

Ohmic:6140os of Introductory Course Students (by Academk Fled)

Response percentage

Ed Psych Nurs BLs Total
Chatactwislic (n.48) (n.88) (n.91) (N.207) X2 df P

Student prrperation for course
Nol at V. prepared 18.8 12.3 29.7 21.8
SoMom hat prepared 75.P 72.3 87.0 70.6

13 83 8 .03

Very ft.' oi.pared or
olremely phm,Ided 8.3 4.9 3.3 7.8

Student effort In course
Very title effort 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.5 61.08 8 .00
Relatively 011ie effort 4.2 3.0 17.8 9.8
Modest effort 62.5 32.8 73.3 57.6
A great deal of effort 33.3 64.2 7.8 32.2

3100 7/16/90



Table E.16(0E)

Spedfic Influence on Menem Items (by Academic Reid)

Response percentage by academic fleld

Comp Lit Hist Soc Psych Blo Math Fine Ms Lang Total
Influence (1.415) (1.210) (n.263) (l,.141) (1.180) (1.215) (1.304) (1.205) (1.172)(N2105) X2 df p

CREW/

Student prepwation
Not Influential 3.6 9.6 11.4 13.6 16.1 12.1 9.4 14.2 15.8 10.8 119.5 18 .00
Neutral 20.6 25.8 38.1 39.3 34.4 31.8 18.4 28.5 141 26.1
Very Influential 75.8 64.8 52.5 47.1 49.4 58.3 74.2 59.3 89.8 63.2

Student &fort
Not Influential 11.4 13.9 17.9 23.8 18.3 28.0 18.1 17.71 14.0 18.9 46.97 18 .00
Neutral 31.5 30.8 37.3 32.9 33.9 28.8 28.4 28.1 28.2 30.7
Very Influential 67.1 55.3 44.9 43.8 47.8 45.1 57.5 54.2 59.9 52.5

Student ability
Not influential 2.4 8.3 7.2 8.8 10.6 11.8 7.4 14.8 5.8 7.7 88.50 18 .00
Neutral 21.5 29.5 34.2 28.8 28.7 26.5 18.5 28.8 28.7 25.8
Very influential 78.0 64.3 58.8 82.8 62.8 81.9 74.2 58.8 87.4 88.5

Student Interests
Not Infkientlal 12.1 8.7 18.4 8.8 13.3 17.2 23.1 18.6 12.2 14.9 74.88 16 .00
Neutral 28.8 30.4 44.3 34.3 26.7 35.8 38.5 31.9 29.7 33.2
Very Influential 59.3 60.9 39.3 57.1 60.0 47.0 40.5 49.5 58.1 57.9

Time pressure on students
Not Influential 19.9 22.5 28.1 30.0 31.1 34.0 28.5 24.8 23.3 28.3 37.02 18 .00
Neutral 41.0 39.2 41.8 33.8 36.7 41.9 36.2 40.1 33.1 38.7
Very Influential 39.1 38.3 30.0 38.4 32.2 24.2 35.2 35.1 43 6 35.0

Life goals of students
Not Infkientlal 27.1 31.6 39 7 25.7 27.8 33.2 35.8 33.3 33.1 32.1 37.10 18 .00
Neutral 34.0 30.6 36.6 34.3 38.7 28.0 36.1 33.3 27 9 33.4
Very Influential 38.9 37.9 23.7 40.0 35.6 38.8 28.1 33.3 39.0 34.8

Career goals of students
Not Influential 27.2 51.9 44.5 25.7 30.0 35.3 20.1 42.2 24.4 33.0 125.37 18 .00
Neutral 35.0 29.8 33.1 37.9 35.0 22.8 33.8 31.9 32.6 32.5
Very Influential 37.9 18.3 22.4 38.4 35.0 41.9 48.2 26.0 43.0 34.5

1 5A2c 7/1490

Table E. 6(GE)-Continued

Response percentage by academic field

Influence (1.415) (na210) (n.283) (n.141) (1.180) (1.215) (1.304) (n.205) (1.172)(N.2105) X2 dl p

Comp Ut Hist Soc Psych Blo Math Am Ms Lang Total

Educational goats of students
Not Influential 15.0 23.8 21.0 20.7 20.7 22.3 13.0 19.2 15.8 18.4 33.87 16 .01Neutral 30.4 35.6 35.5 32.1 20.5 25.1 29.1 31.0 28.1 30.8Very induendal 54.9 40.9 43.5 47.1 50.8 52.8 57.9 49.8 58.1 51.0

Suocsas of previous students
Not induendal
Neutral
Very influendal

9.0 15.9 15.3 14.3 21.0 20.0 12.1 19.7 17.0 15.1 42.90 1622.8 28.1 29.1 30.0 29.0 29.8 25.9 25.8 21.1 26.2
68.2 58.0 55.8 55.7 50.0 50.2 62.0 54.7 82.0 58.6
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Table E.18(P)

Specific Influence on Planning Nome (by &ode,* nod)

Responses by academic held

Ed Psych Nurs Bus Total
Characteristic (n.48) (n.88) (n.91) (N.207) X2 df

Student preparation
Not Influential 4.2 8.1 15.4 9.8 22.49 8 .00
Neutral 45.8 22.7 28.8 30.7
Very Influential 50.1 71.2 58.1 59.5

Student effort
Not Intkantial 18.8 21.2 17.8 19.0 4.87 8 .79
Neutral 31.3 28.8 31 9 30.7
Very Influential 50.0 50.0 50.8 50.2

Student ability
Not Influentlai 12.5 3.1 13.2 9.9 7.98 8 .44
Neutral 31.3 31.3 27.5 29.8
Very Irtkientlal 58.3 65.8 59.4 60.8

Student Interests
Not Inlitiontial 12.5 10.8 11.0 11.3 3.46 8 .90
Neutral 25.0 31.8 30.8 29.8
Very Influential 62.5 57.5 58.3 59.0

Time pressure on students
Not Iniluential 23.0 13.6 32.2 23.0 16.56 8 04
Neutral 33.3 27.3 33.3 33 3
Very Influential 43.8 59.1 34.4 43.8

Ule goals of students
Not Influential 12.5 7.7 19.8 14.2 15.34 8 .05
Neutral 25 0 27.7 38.5 31.9
Very intluential 62.5 64.7 41 8 53.9

i5A2C 1/16190

Table E.16(13)-Continuod

Responses by academic field

Ed Psych Nurs Bus Total
Characterlsec (n.48) (n.88) (n.91) (N.207) x2 of

Career pals of students
Not Influential
Neutral

4.2 3.0 7.7
12.5 10.8 24.2

5.4
17.1

21.03 8 .01

Very influential 83.4 86.3 88.2 77.5

Educationst goals of students
Nog influential
Neutral

4.2 3.0 8.6
18.7 13.8 30.8

4.9
22.0

14.83 8 .06

Very Influential 79.2 83.3 82.7 73.1

Success of previous students
Not Influential
Neutral

18.7 13.7 14.4
33.3 28.8 28.7

14.7
29.9

8.13 8 .42

Very killuential 50.0 57.6 58.9 56.4

10A26 7/16/90
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Table E.17(GE)

External hillurmats on Course Planang (by Academic Rekl)

InfluenCe

Response percentage by academic held

X2 df p
Cornp

(n.415)
Lit

(n.210)
list

(n.263)
Soc

(n.141)
Psych

(1.180)
Bio

(n.215)
Mlii

41

..../.
Fine Arts Lang Total
(1.205) (n.172)(N.2105)

Accrediting standanle
Not infkientlal 47.6 56.2 58.2 53.9 58.1 45.8 37.9 50.2 45.8 49.5 50.22 16 .00
Neutral 22.4 21.9 18.8 19.9 20.0 27.1 21.9 24.0 17.9 21.7
Very irtfluential 30.0 21.9 23.0 28.2 219 27.1 40.2 25.6 36.3 28.8

EntiOyers expectations
Nol Influential 33.3 59.8 81.8 54.6 52.2 51.2 33.1 56.7 41.7 47.4 128.30 18 .00
Neutral 30.1 23.4 18.3 24.8 30.6 24.4 27.2 17.2 30.4 25.4
Very influential 38.5 16.7 19.8 20.8 17.2 24.4 39.7 28.1 28.0 27.2

Proleulonal associations
Not influerkial 43.4 58.2 53.1 44.0 48.1 44.1 25.5 48.0 33.5 43.4 117.81 18 .00
Neutral 27.5 25.2 30.5 31.9 32.2 27.7 27.8 29.2 24.8 28.3
Very Influential 29.2 18.8 16.4 24.1 21,7 28.2 46.7 22.8 41.9 28.3

External examinations
Not infkiential 83.7 75.8 73.2 65.2 65.6 65.1 80.5 75.2 62.3 67.0 37.10 16 .00
Neutral 21.1 16.3 18.5 19.1 18.9 17.0 22.3 17.8 19.2 19.0
Very influential 15.2 8.1 10.3 15.6 15.6 17.9 17.3 6.9 18,8 14.0

College wide achievement tests
Not Infkiential 47.8 89.5 71.9 65.0 68.2 68.0 58.3 71.3 60.1 62.6 91.85 16 .00
Neutral 25.2 18.1 18.1 23.8 23.5 19 8 20.5 18.3 16.7 20.8
Very Infkiential 27.0 12.4 10.0 11.4 8.4 14. , 21.2 10.4 23.2 16.7

Entry level tests-next level
Not Influential 55.0 65.6 65.1 62.1 57.8 54.9 54.5 70.4 58.1 59.7 39.15 16 .00
NeulnW 20.9 21.1 19.2 20.7 24.4 21.6 24.9 17.2 16.2 20.9
Very Influential 24.1 *13.4 15.7 17.1 17.8 23.5 20.6 12.3 25.7 19.4

Transfer requirements
Not Influential 35.0 57.3 53.1 36.0 44.1 42.7 26.2 47.3 38.8 41.3 90.98 16 .00
Neutral 21.0 17.5 17.9 20.1 20.1 14.7 20.5 20.9 16.4 19.0
Very inilue Atial 44.0 25.2 29.0 43.9 35.8 42.7 53.3 31.8 44.8 39.6

Table 1E.17(P)

External Influences on Course Planning (by Acade)c Plold)

Response percentage by academic fleid

Influence
Ed Psych

(1.49)
Nurs

(NH)
Bus

(n.91)
Total

(N.207) X2 df

Accrediting standards
Not infkientiel 12.6 0.0 33.3 17.6 63.45 8 .00
Neutral 14.6 9.0 25.6 17.8
Very infkiential 72.9 91.0 41.1 64.9

Employers expectations
Not influential 10.4 3.0 16.7 10.7 23.22 8 .00
Neutral 14.6 23.9 20.0 20.0
Very Influential 75.0 73.1 63.4 69.3

Professional associations
Not influential 12.8 4.5 31.1 18.1 29.63 8 .00
Neutral 29.2 20.9 26.7 25.4
Very Infbential 58,4 74.6 42.2 58.8

External examinations
Not Influential 18.7 7.5 34.4 30.3 74.53 8 .00
Neutral 16.7 7.5 18.9 18.1
Very Influential 64.6 85.1 35.5 53.8

College wide achievement tests
Not Influential 80.4 25.4 51.1 44.9 22.59 8 .00
Neutral 16.7 38.8 27.8 28.8
Very influential 23.0 35.9 21.1 26.3

Entry level leste-next level
Not influential 45 8 43.9 54.5 49.0 13.14 8 .11
Neutral 16 8 27 3 21.1 22.5
Very Influential 35.5 28.8 24.5 28.4

Transfer requirements .

Not Influential 43.7 26.8 17.9 27.0 19.42 8 01
Neutral 25.0 35.8 36.0 33.3
Very Influential 31 3 37.3 48.0 39.7

I SN Mau
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Table E.18(GE)

Mena of Opportunities and Facilities on Course Planning (by Academic Field)

Influence

Response percentage by academic held

X2 di p
Comp

(11.415)
Ut

(n.210)
Fist

(n.283)
Soc

(1).141)
Psych

(n.180)
Blo

(n.215)
Math

(n.304)
Rm Ms Lang Total
(1).205) (n.172)(N.2105)

Available textbooks
Not Inlkseritial 32.6 24.8 24.4 20.7 22.2 29.3 23.2 23.5 10.1 24.7 66.46 16 .00
N1111111 23.2 21.4 25.2 15.0 22.2 25.6 19.9 22.1 15.4 21.7
Very influential 44.2 53.8 50.4 64.3 55.8 45.1 57.0 54.4 74.6 53.6

Aoki* fadNes
Not Influential 51.8 88.4 61.0 461 36.1 20.8 47.5 30.9 11.8 43.8 306.43 18 .00
Neutral 23.7 16.7 19.7 25.9 27.2 17.3 23.3 22.5 20.7 21.9
Very Inkbentlal 24.5 14.8 19.3 28.1 36.7 62.1 29.2 48.6 67.5 34.3

Available oppolunitlee
Not Influential 83.9 70.0 83.4 49.6 46.7 36.7 78.5 24.6 44.4 55.6 260.23 16 .00
Neutfal 20.3 18.8 20.2 24.5 28.3 28.5 16.9 26.1 29.0 22.5
Very Influential 15.7 11.1 16.4 25.9 25.0 36.7 6.6 49.3 26.6 21.8

Available leashing assistante
Not Init./Ma1 78.0 90.4 83.6 78.4 83.3 58.4 71.9 79.3 52.7 73.9 140.24 16 .00
Neutral 12.6 5.7 10.3 13.7 18.9 18.2 15.9 13.3 22.5 14.2
Very Influential 9.4 3.8 6.1 7.9 17.8 23.4 12.3 7.4 24.9 12.0

Avakt4e secretarial assistance
Not Influential 74.4 84.2 76.0 59.3 57.8 66.5 761 70.0 68.0 71.7 64.85 16 .00
Neutral 16.9 11.0 14.5 24.3 23.9 16.7 15.6 16.7 20.7 17.2
Very Influential 8.7 4.8 9.5 16.4 18.3 16.7 7.6 13.3 11.2 11.1

Available supplies
Not laluentlal 62.5 80.0 62.8 55.4 51.1 26.0 63.2 48.5 44.3 56.4 207.49 16 .00
Neutral 22.5 11.4 22.2 23.0 23.3 26.5 24.2 21.8 28.7 22.5
Very Influential 15.0 8.6 14.9 21.6 25.6 47.4 12.6 29.9 26.9 21.1

Table E.18(11

infarences of Opportunities and Facilities on Course Planning (by Academic Red)

Response percentage by academic field

Influence
Ed Psych

(11.48)
Nurs

(n.88)
Bus

(n.91)
Total

(N.207) df

Avehlable textbooks
Not influential 27.6 7.5 23.1 19.1 17.41 8 .03
Neulfal 27.7 16.4 20.9 21.0
Very influential 44.7 76,1 56.1 60.0

Available Wills
Not Willuentlal 41.7 13.5 44.0 33.5 40.78 8 .00
Neutfal 29.2 13.4 22.0 20.9
Very Influential 29.2 73.1 34.1 45.6

Available opportunities
Not Mendel 31.3 10.5 41.8 29.2 39.41 8 .00
Neutfal 20.8 16.4 28.9 22.8
Very Infbergial 48.0 73.1 29.7 48.1

Available leaching assistants
Not Influential 79.2 53.0 71.4 67.3 23.52 8 .00
Nit111111 14.8 13.6 18.7 16.1
Very Influential 8.3 33.3 9.9 16.6

Availoble secretarial assistance
Not Influential 58.4 43.3 63.8 55.8 14.67 8 .07
Neutral 27.1 24.2 25.2
Very Inlbential 14.8 ..3 12.1 18.9

Available Suppke
Not Influential 47.9 19.4 58.4 43.2 41.19 8 .00
Neutral 31.3 23.9 28.4 28.7
Very Influential 20.9 56.7 15.4 30.1
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Table E.19(GE)

Pragmatic In Una on Course Planning (by Academic Re ld)

Influence

Response percentage by academlc field

X2 dl p
Comp
(n.415)

Lit
(n.210)

Hist
(n.263)

Sac
(11.141)

Psych
(11.180)

Blo
(n.215)

Math
(n.304)

Fine Ms Lang Total
(n.205) (n.172)(N.2105)

Claes Mze
Not influential 15.4 23.3 241 13.5 21.7 28.2 27.9 31.2 20.7 22.9 55.84 1 6 .00
Neutral 25.3 28.7 24.8 24.8 18.7 24.4 27.8 22.0 17.8 23.9
Very kaluenael 59.3 50.0 50.4 81.7 81.7 47.4 44.5 48.8 61.5 53.2

Class schedule
Not Influential 31.1 41.9 42.0 38.9 48.7 43.4 35.4 41.2 26.6 37.8 57.20 1 8 .00
Neutral 28.5 25.7 29.4 24.8 21.7 23.1 28.5 24.0 17.2 25.2
Very Influential 42.4 32.4 28.6 38.3 31.7 33.5 36.1 34.8 58.2 37.0

Assigned workiwid
Not influential 27.5 41.8 38.5 27.1 35.8 37.2 41.0 45.4 39.1 38.6 43.84 1 6 .00.4
Neutral 27.8 25.8 30.2 28.6 27.2 21.4 25.7 25.4 21.9 26.2
Very Influential 44.7 32.5 31.3 44.3 37.2 41.4 33.3 29.3 39.1 37.2

Promotion or tenure pressure
Nol influential 79.6 84.8 84.7 75.5 78.9 74.8 79.5 80.9 77.4 79.9 27.31 1 8 .04
Neutral 13.8 9.0 7.7 12.2 10.0 15.9 13.2 9.3 9.5 11.5
Very infkiential 6.8 6.2 7.7 12.2 11.1 9.3 7.3 9.8 13.1 8.7

Required instructional mode
Nol influentlal 59.9 84.8 85.1 75.7 79.4 75.5 67.2 78.7 61.9 72.7 120.17 18 .00
Neutral 21.2 10.0 10.7 17.9 13.3 18.0 20.5 18.8 14.9 18.3
Very Influential 19.0 5.2 4.2 6.4 7.2 8.5 12.3 6.4 23.2 11.0

Table E.19(P)

Pragmatic lftenoe on Course Planning (by Acadt mic F7e4i)

Response percentage by academic field

Influence
Ed Psych

(11.45)
Nuns

(11-68)
Bus

(n.91)
Total

(N.207) X2 dl

Clew size
Not Influential
Neutral
Very Infbential

Class schedule
Not influential
Neutral
Very killtrentlal

AsSigned workload
Not influential
Neutral
Very inkontial

Promotion or tenure immure
Not influential
Neutral
Very infkientlal

Required Instructional mode
Not Inftential
Neutral
Very influential

27.1
14.6
58.4

37.5
31.3
31.3

31.2
20.8
47.9

81.3
6.3

12.5

79.2
14.6
8.3

20.9
20.9
58.2

22.3
28.4
49.3

23.8
17.9
58.2

67.1
17.9
15.0

37.8
25.8
36.4

28.8
22.0
49.5

40.7
18.7
40.7

38.5
31.9
29.7

81.1
12.2
8.8

83.8
22.0
14.3

25.7
19.9
54.4

33.9
24.8
41.2

32.1
24.8
43.2

76.8
12.7
10.7

59.0
21.5
19.5

7.54

10.49

20.00

12.82

34.82

8

6

8

8

8

......
.48

.23

.01

.12

.00
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Table E.20(GE)

Specific influence on Planning Items (by Academic Fled)

Influence

Response percentage by academic field

1(2 df p
Comp

(n.415)
Lit

(n.210)
Hist

(n.263)
Soc

(n.149
Psych

(n.180)
Bio

(n.215)
Math

(n.304)
Fine Ms Lang Total
(n.205) (n.172)(N.2105)

Advising Office
N/A 23.6 18.8 19.0 21.3 21.7 26.0 22.4 23.9 25.6 22.5 26.08 24 .35
Not influential 55.4 87.1 63.1 59.8 60.0 60.5 54.9 58.6 54.1 58.7
Neutral 12.3 9.5 11.8 11.3 13.9 8.4 13.2 13.7 13.4 12.0
Very influential 8.7 4.8 8.1 7.8 4.4 5.1 9.5 5.9 7.0 6.9

Instructional development office
N/A 41.9 38.1 36.9 32.8 32.2 39.5 45.1 37.6 45.3 39.5 42.15 24 .01
Not Iffiluential 43.4 52.9 52.1 54.6 52.8 47.0 39.8 47.8 45.3 47.4
Neutral 7.7 5.2 8.7 8.5 10.6 7.4 11.2 11.7 6.4 8.8
Very Influential 7.0 3.8 2.3 4.3 4.4 6.0 3.9 2.9 2.9 4.1

Student services office
N/A 20.0 14.8 19.8 9.9 11.7 18.1 15.1 15.6 26.7 17.3 44.15 24 .01
Not iffiluential 63.6 77.1 66.5 74.5 70.0 67.0 69.7 71.7 61.6 68.5
Neutral 10.8 4.8 9.1 9.2 12.2 12.1 11.5 9.3 7.6 9.8
Very Influential 5.5 3.3 4.6 8.4 6.1 2.8 3.6 3.4 4.1 4.4

Library senkes
N/A 3.4 2.4 2.7 2.1 2.2 4.2 6.8 3.9 9.9 4.1 286.29 24 .00
Not Influential 21.4 29.5 16.3 26.2 33.9 37.7 61.8 24.4 47.1 32.9
Neutral 24.1 26.7 29.7 25.5 27.8 25.6 22.7 22.4 19.8 24.9
Very infkiential 51.1 41.4 51.3 46.1 36.1 32.6 8.9 49.3 23.3 38.1

Audo-visual services
N/A 6.3 2.9 3.4 5.0 2.8 6.0 7.9 2.0 7.0 5.0 286.73 24 .00
Not influential 45.8 42.9 28.9 26.4 29.4 33.5 63.5 16.6 19.2 37.1
Neutral 20.5 25.7 33.1 22.0 22.2 27.4 16.4 16.1 25.6 22.9
Very Influential 27.5 28.6 34.6 44.7 45.6 33.0 12.2 65.4 48.3 34.9

Program chairperson
N/A 5.8 11.0 10.6 6.4 5.6 9.8 6.9 8.8 13.4 8.4 139.32 24 .00
Not influential 29.2 46.7 49.0 51.1 50.6 53.0 27.6 44.4 33.7 40.8
Neutral 25.5 21.0 21.7 23.4 25.6 22.3 27.0 20.5 23.3 23.7
Very Influential 39.5 21.4 18.6 19.1 18.3 14.9 38.5 26.3 29.9 27.2

isAid 1/2710

Table E.20(GE)-Continued

Influence

Response percentage by academic field

X2 df p
Comp

(n.415)
Lit

(n.210)
Hist

(n.263)
Soc

(n.141)
Psych

(n.180)
Bio

(n.215)
Math

(n.304)
Fine Ms Lang Total
(n.205) (n.172)(N.2105)

Colteagues
N/A 5.3 3.8 7.8 3.5 3.9 7.0 3.8 5.9 9.9 5.8 93.08 24 .00
Not Inttuential 22.7 38.8 35.7 41.1 45.0 29.8 22.0 38.5 27.3 31,6
Neutral 29.8 29.5 30.0 31.2 25.0 34.4 31.9 25.4 27.9 29.8
Very Influential 42.4 28.1 28.8 24.1 28.1 28.8 42.4 30.2 34.9 33.2

Mentor
N/A 32.8 31.9 28.6 27.0 20.0 30.7 36.2 27.8 42.4 31.0 45.18 24 .01
Not influential 39.8 45.2 45.2 45.4 56.7 48.4 38.2 45.9 40.1 44.1
Mutat 12.0 9.5 12.9 11.3 11.1 10.2 13.2 10.2 9.3 11.4
Very Influential 15.4 13.3 15.2 16.3 12.2 10.7 12.5 18.1 8.1 13.5

Articles/books on teaching and learning
N/A 5.1 5.2 5.3 5.0 3.3 6.0 6.6 6.8 10.5 5.9 108.14 24 .00
Not iffiluential 25.3 44.3 50.2 36.9 29.4 44.2 38.8 31.7 22.1 35.7
Neutral 28.7 25.2 22.4 24.1 31.7 27.0 30.8 31.2 24.4 27.5
Very ffilluential 41.0 25.2 22.1 34.0 35.6 22.8 24.0 30.2 43.0 30.9

Articlestooks on disclpene
N/A 6.7 6.2 6.1 4.3 3.9 6.0 8.6 4.4 13.4 6.7 85.71 24 .00
Not influential 26.5 28.1 24.3 22.0 22.2 27.0 35.2 21.0 21.5 26.1
Neutral 20.7 21.9 20.9 19.1 26.1 21.4 26.0 30,2 16.9 22.7
Very influential 46.0 43.8 48.7 54.8 47.8 45.6 30.3 44.4 48.3 44.6
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Table E.20(P)

Sped fic Influence on Planning Items (by Academic Field)

Response percentage by academic field

Characteristic

Ed Psych
(n.48)

Nun,
(A68)

But
(n.91)

Total
(N.207) x2 di

Advising office
N/A 27.1 20.8 18.7 21.4 8.44 e .39
Not ineuertial 50.0 47.1 52.7 50.2
Neutral 16.7 13.2 16.5 19 5
Very Influential 6.3 17.6 12.1 12.6

Insttuctional development office
N/A 50.0 33.8 27.5 34.8 11.8 e .18
Not influential 39.6 39.7 56.0 46.9
Neutral 10.4 14.7 7.7 10.6
Very influential 0.0 10.3 8.8 7.2

Student services office
N/A 18.0 17.6 9.9 14.5 7.59 8 .47
Not influential 68.8 55.9 72.5 66.2
Neutral 10.4 16.2 9.9 12.1
Very Influential 2.1 8.8 7.7 6.8

Library services
N/A 4.1 1.4 1.0 1.9 17.92 8 .02
Not ineuenfial 31.2 17.6 44.J 32.4
Neutral 12.5 16.2 19.8 16.9
Very influential 52.1 b3.2 36.2 48.3

Audio-visual services
N/A 0.0 4.4 1.0 1.9 26.3 e .00
Not influential 33.3 13.2 42.9 30.9
Neutral 20.8 13.2 18.7 17.4
Very influential 45.8 67.6 37.4 49.3

15A20 7/27190

Table E.20fP)-Confinued

Response percentage by academic field

Characteristic
Ed Psych

(fl.48)
Nun

(N68)
Bus

(n.91)
Total

(N.207) x2 df

Program denon
N/A 6.3 4.4 6.6 5.8 15.3 8 .05
Not affluential 37.5 17.6 44.0 33.8
Neutral 22.9 28.4 17.6 21.7
Very Influential 33.3 50.0 31.9 38.2

Colleagues
N/A 2.1 5.9 5,5 4.8 47.0 8 .00
Not kffluential 33.3 10.3 45.1 30.9
Neutral 33.3 22.1 18.7 23.2
Very inlkieralal 31.3 60.3 30.8 40.6

Mentor
N/A 29.2 27.9 27.5 28.0 13.9 a .09
Not Influential 43.8 25.0 48.4 39.6
Neutral 14.8 20.1 7.7 13.5
Very Influential 12.5 25.0 18.5 18.4

Michas/books on teaching and teaming
N/A 2.1 2.9 5.5 3.4 23,5 e .00
Not influential 8.3 11.8 28.8 17.9
Neutral 25.0 19.1 25.3 23.2
Very Influential 68.7 84.7 40.7 54.8

Articles/books on discipline
N/A 4.2 4.4 7.7 5.8
Not Influential 6.3 5.9 24.2 14.0
Neutral 20.8 ln 3 23.1 18.4
Very Influential 68.8 77.9 45.1 81.4



Table E.21(GE)

Useful Sources of Teaching Assistance (by Academic new

Response percentage by academic fluid

Comp Lit Hisl Sot Psych Blo Math Fine Ms Lang Total

Source (n.415) (n.210) (n.283) (n.141) (n.180) (n.215) (n.304) (n.205) (n.172)(N.2105) df

Department or division chair
NA 4.1 3.9 5.5 7.3 8.7 6.5 4.3 7.4 4.7 5.3 83.40 16 .00
Not helpful 19.8 22.2 30.9 31.4 26.5 34.4 14.4 28.7 23.5 24.8
Moderately helpful 18,5 25.8 23.0 24.1 25.1 25.1 22.4 18.8 17.8 21.9
Extremely helpful 57.8 48.3 40.8 37.2 39.7 34.0 58.9 45.0 54.1 47.9

Nan
NA 4.7 4.3 2.4 4.3 3.3 3.3 6.0 1.0 7.1 4.1 58.88 18 .00
Not helpful 46.8 58.7 59.2 61.2 61.7 88.1 56.5 58.2 57.4 57.1
Moderately helpful 23.8 19.2 20.4 14.4 14.4 18.3 21.1 17.4 18.8 19.3
Extremely helpful 25.0 19.7 18.0 20.1 20.8 10.3 16.4 23.4 18.9 19.5

Depwtment callow*
NA 1.5 1.0 1.2 3.8 5.0 2.8 1.0 3.5 6.5 2.5 80.38 16 .00
Not helplul 5.9 4.8 9.7 10.9 7.2 11.2 5.3 13.4 8.9 8.1
Moderately helpful 14.4 14.8 23.7 28.3 14.4 19.8 15.3 18.8 19.5 18.0
Extremely helpful 78.3 79.4 65.4 57.2 73.3 68.4 78.4 64.4 65.1 71.3

Non-department
coseeguo at this college

NA 5.2 1.4 3.2 2.9 3.9 3.3 4.3 3.5 6.5 3.9 52.95 16 .00
Not helpful 44.8 50.2 42.7 35.7 38.1 48.1 54.8 47.8 51.8 46.4
Moderately helpful 27.8 24.2 24.1 33.6 27.2 23.4 25.4 27.4 23.2 26.1
Extremely helpful 22.4 24.2 30.0 27.9 32.8 25.2 15.4 21.4 18.5 23.6

Colleague at another Institution
NA 6.4 8.7 6.3 5.1 4.5 4.7 3.7 3.5 3.6 5.3 42.38 16 .01(ns)
Not helpful 32.3 32.7 33.3 25.4 29.6 30.7 38.5 31.7 26.0 31.9
Moderately helpful 20.7 22.8 22.7 27.5 19.0 27.0 24.0 17.3 18.3 22.1
Extremely helpful 40.5 38.1 37.6 42.0 48.9 37.7 33.8 47.5 52.1 40.7
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Table E.21(GE)-Continued

Response percentage by academic field

Comp Lit Hist Son Psych Blo Math Fine Ms Lang Total
Source (n.415) (n.210) (n.263) (n.141) (n.180) (n.215) (n.304) (n.205) (n.172)(N.2105) X2 df

Instrustional development center
NA 36.5 36.9 31.2 40.8 45.8 43.9 42.5 31.2 39.8 39.3 34.01 16 .08
Not helplui 44.8 50.0 53.6 44.9 40.1 42.9 44.6 48.7 44.1 48.1
Moderately helpful 10.8 9.2 10.4 8.7 10.2 9.9 8.5 13.1 8.1 10.0
Extremey helpful 8.0 3.9 4.8 5.8 4,0 3,3 4.4 7.0 8.1 5.6

Audio-vIsual limier center
NA 6.1 6.3 5.1 7.1 5.13 7.5 10.8 1.5 4.1 6.2 120.47 18 .00
Not helpful 59.0 61.1 49.6 47.1 45.8 50.7 67.2 44.6 46.7 54.0
Moderately helpful 20.9 17.8 20.7 22.9 28.1 25.4 15.9 20.3 25.4 21.2
Extremely helpful 14.0 14.9 24.6 22.9 22.8 18.4 6.1 33.7 23.7 18.8

Computer center
NA 7.9 5.3 11.0 10.1 9.8 5.2 4.0 8.4 13.7 8.0 149.77 18 .00
Not helpful 58.4 82.0 71 3 81.2 55.1 60.8 50.3 75.4 61.9 63.4
Moderately helpful 18.3 6.8 13.4 12.9 23.8 21.2 28.9 11.8 19.0 17.9
Extremely helpful 15,3 5.3 4.3 15.8 11.8 12.7 16.8 4.4 5.4 10.8

Student assistance or
tutoring center

NA 9 8 4.9 10.7 16.2 18.3 11.7 9.1 13.0 15.5 11 2 149.72 16 .00
Not helpful 39.2 68.9 82.1 58.1 53.4 57.5 41 8 66.0 51.8 53.4
Moderately helpful 25.4 17.5 13 8 18.4 18.0 19.2 26.3 14.5 19.6 20.0
Extremely helpful 26.9 8.7 13.4 7.4 12.4 11.7 22.9 6.5 13.1 15.4

Test-ficodng service
NA 28.1 20 0 26.9 33.1 38.3 28.2 30.5 22.9 39.9 28.8 62.54 16 .00
Not helpful 56.4 72 2 59 3 51.5 42.8 52.6 55.3 84.2 48.8 56.4
Moderately helpful 10.8 4.4 8.7 9 8 10.0 11.3 9 5 8.0 5.4 8.9
Extrem* helpful 6.7 3.4 5 1 6.9 8.9 8.0 4.7 5.0 6.0 5.9

Fan 10/ menters
NA
Not helpful

8.4
55.1

8.3
59.4

11 0
59.2

3.6 6.7
64.3 83.3

7.0
66.7

8.7
71.5

3.4
64.0

8.2
57.8

6.8
62.0

C0.16 16 .00

Moderately helpful 19.0 18.4 14 5 15 7 13.3 15.0 14 4 13.8 14.7 15 5
Extremely helplA 19.5 17.9 15 3 16.4 18.7 11.3 7.4 18.7 19.4 15.7

,e
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Table E.21(GE)-Confinued

Response percentage by academic field

Comp Lit Hist Soc Psych Bio Math Fine Arts Lang Total
Source (n.415) (n.210) (n.263) (n.141) (n.180) (n.215) (n.304) (n.205) (n.172)(N.2105) X2 dl p

Disciplinary or
prolessiOnal association

NA 6.2 3.6 4.3 2.9 5.1 4.7. 5.7 6.1 5.3 5.1 57.22 16 .00
Not helpful 48.4 49.5 44.1 34.8 45.5 45.3 42.3 49.2 34.1 44.5
Moderately helpful 23.3 23.1 25.2 19.6 23.0 32.1 25.2 21.3 21.8 24.1
Extremely helpful 22.1 23.6 26.4 42.8 26.4 17.9 26.8 23.4 38.8 26.3

Books or articles on
inslructional design

NA 1.0 0.0 2.0 0.7 2.2 1.4 1.7 1.5 0.6 1.3 113.29 18 .00
Nol helpful 28.8 41.1 49.8 27.9 27.2 44.1 39.6 32.2 19.4 34.7
Moderately helpful 29.7 24.9 25.2 27.1 23.3 22.1 34.1 28.7 30.8 27.8
EY1remely helpful 42.5 34.0 23.2 44.3 47.2 32.4 24.4 37.8 49.4 38.3

Course evaluations
from students

NA 1.2 0.0 0.8 0.7 1.1 0.9 0.7 2.5 0.0 0.9 28.91 16 .22
Not helpful 21.5 21.9 23.9 14.3 18.5 25.4 19.8 22.3 23.5 21.5
Moderately helpful 30.7 31.9 28.3 36.4 25.3 31.0 33.9 30.2 35.3 31.0
Extremely helpful 46.8 46.2 49.0 48.8 55.1 42.7 45.8 45.0 41.2 46.8

Seivlces of 4 consortium
of instedtions

NA 30.4 29.0 29.2 35.5 34.7 37.1 29.6 27.2 32.1 31.3 33.10 16 .10
Not helpful 45.7 49.3 61.2 39.9 42.0 44.1 46.4 48.7 41.2 45.9
Moderately helpful 14,8 1 :.0 15.2 10.1 17.0 10.8 16.9 16.9 15.2 14.8
Extremelv helplul 9.0 7.7 4.4 14.5 8.3 8.0 6.8 7.2 11.5 8.1

Table E.21(p)

Useful Sources ol Teaching Assistance (by Academic Field)

Source

Responses by academic field

X2 dl
Ed Psych

(n.48)
Nurs

(n.88)
Bus

(n.91)
Total

(N.207)

Diseipinasy or
professional association

NA 2.1 3.0 5.8 3.9 7.41 6 .28
Nol helpful 33.3 21.2 37.1 31.0
Moderately helpful 25 0 37.9 27.0 30.0
Extremely helpful 3.6 37.9 30.3 35.0

Books or articles
on instnictional design

NA 0.0 1.5 4.4 2.5 8.94 6 .18
Not helpful 20.8 15.2 25.6 21.1
Moderately helpful 14.6 22.7 24.4 21.6
Extremely helpful 64.6 60.6 45.6 54.9

Course evaluations
from students

NA 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.5 6.75 6 .34
Not helpful 6.3 9.0 14.4 10.7
Moderately helpful 35.4 20.9 25.8 26.3
Extremely helpful 58.3 70.1 58.9 62.4

ServIces of a consortium
of instltutions

NA 41.7 39.4 30.7 38.1 2.92 6 .82
Nol helpful 35.4 30.3 36.8 35.1
Moderately helpful 12.5 15.2 14.8 14.4
Extremely helpful 10.4 15.2 15.9 14.4

257

IMI 712390

111A2 71Y90



Table E.220E

Steps Faculty Consider In Course Planning (by Academic Field)

Percent (*genies by gademic field

Step
Com

(n.415) (n.210)
Lit

(n.263)
Hist Soc

(n.141) (n,180)
Psych Bio

(n.215) (n.304)
Math Fine Arts Lang Total

(n.205) (n.172)(N.2105) X2 dt

I select count* content
Nol tracel of me 8.5 3.3 5.8 1.4 5.0 0.9 7.8 1.5 11.7 5.6 64.24 16 .00
Neutral 12.0 11.0 11.2 12.2 7.3 6.1 13.6 5.0 9.9 10.2
Very typical of me 79.5 85.6 83.1 88.3 87.7 93.0 78.7 93.5 78.4 84.3

I think about student needs,
preparation and characteristics

Nol typical of me 2.4 12.0 10.3 10.1 12.4 9.4 3.0 9.9 12.4 8.1 96.68 16 .00
Neutral 17.2 28.8 34.5 32.4 29.2 24.9 19.3 23.2 22.4 24.4
Very typical of me 80.3 61.2 55.2 57.6 58.4 65.7 77.7 67.0 65.3 67.5

I Wed oblectives based on
external standards

Nol typical of me 34.1 47.8 45.8 43.2 46.4 42.4 22.6 43.1 33.9 38.6 100.28 16 .00
Neutral 30.2 28.8 29.9 29.5 28.5 33.3 25.9 28.2 23.4 28.8
Very typical ol me

i draw ramify on my own
background and experience

35.8 23.6 24.5 27.3 25.1 24.3 61.5 28.7 42.7 32.7

Not typical of rne 14.0 9.6 11.2 12.9 15.0 13.2 21.3 15.3 10.0 14.0 38.21 16 .00
Neutral 26.9 18.8 19.3 21.6 21.7 25.5 26.7 24.6 26.5 23.9
Very typical of me 59.1 71.6 69.5 65.5 63.3 61.3 52.0 60.1 63.5 62.1

I select textbooks, other resources
Not typical of me 18.1 19.6 13.5 8.8 16.1 10.8 31 9 13.2 14.0 17 3 94.18 16 .00
Neutral 25.7 23.0 28.2 22.3 28.3 21.7 24.6 23.5 12.2 23 8
Very typical ol me 56.2 57.4 58.3 69.1 55.6 67.5 43.5 63.2 73 8 58.8

I base my chOice of activties on whal
I believe promotes learning

Not typical of me 4.6 15.3 15.1 9.4 14.4 15.6 18.4 11.9 4.7 12.0 82.34 16 .00
Neutral 16.3 22.5 28 6 24.5 20.6 26.4 22.4 22.3 17.1 21.9
Very typical of me 79.0 62.2 56.4 66.2 65.0 58.0 59.2 65.8 78.2 66.1
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Table E.22(GE)-Continued

Response percentage by academic fleid

Step
Con'

(n415)
Lit

(n.210)
Hist

(n.263)
Soc

(n.141)
Psych

(0.180)
Blo

(n4215)
Math

(n.304)
Fine kis Lang Total
(n.205) (n.172)(44105) V? cif

I examine student evailations
from previous courses

Nol typicsi of me
Neuirel
Very typical

28.7
29.4

31.7
28.4

33.5
32.7

27.5
23.9

27.8
21.1

33.8
28.6

35.4
27.8

38.8
27.7

28.1
24.0

31.7
27.7

29.36 16 .02
or me 41.8 39.9 33.9 48.8 51.1 37.6 36.8 35.6 40.0 40.6

I entrant riterninelions from
previous COMO*

Not IYPI011or me
Neutral
Very typical ol me

30.8
27.9
41.3

29.6
30.3
39.9

32.2
26.7
41.1

28.4
24.3
49.3

29.4
25.0
45.6

28.3
30.7
41.0

28.2
21.3
52.5

27.5
28.0
44.5

28.1
22.2
49.7

29 0
28.4
44.8

19.81 16 0.23
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Table E.22(P)

Steps Faculty Consider in Course Planning (by Academic Reid)

Response percentage by academic field

Ed Psych Nurs Bus Total

Step (n-48) (n-68) (n.91) (N.207) X2 dt p

I select course content
Not typical of me 4.3 1.5 5.5 3.9 1.88 4 .76
Neutral 6.5 6.1 7.7 6.9
Very typical al me 89.1 92.4 86.8 89.2

I think about student needs, preparation
and characteristics

Nc4 typical of me 4.3 3.0 4.4 3.9 0.70 4 .95
Neutral 15.2 15.2 18.7 18.7
Very typical at me 80.4 81.8 78.9 79.3

I select oblectives based on external standards
Not typical of me 17.0 4.5 18.7 13.7 9.02 4 .06
Neutral 25.5 24.2 29.7 27.0
Very typical of me 57.4 71.2 51.6 59.3

I draw primaray at my own
background and experience

Not typical of me 21.3 22.7 14.3 18.6 19.15 4 .00
Neutral 23.4 47.0 22.0 30.4
Very typlcal of me 55.3 30.3 63.7 51.0

I select textbooks. other resources
Not typical of me 14.9 6.0 15.4 12.2 5.86 4 .21
Neutral 31.9 22.4 25.3 25.9
Veiy typlcal of me 53.2 71.6 59.3 62.0

I base my choice of actheilles on what
I believe promotes learning

Not typical of me 4.3 10.6 4.4 6.4 5.16 4 .27
Neutral 10.9 15.2 20.9 16.7
Veiy typlcal of me 84.8 74.2 74.7 76.6

2A2

Table E.22(P)-Continued

Response percentage by academic field

Ed Psych Nurs Bus Total

Step (n.48) (n.68) (n.91) (N.207) X2 dt p

I examine student evaluations
from previous courses

Not typical of me 21.3 12.1 28.6 21.6 10.61 4 .03
Neutral 25.5 19.7 28.6 25.0
Very typical of me 53.2 68.2 42.9 53.4

I IxilTifli exarrinations
trom previous courses

Not typical of me 27.7 15.2 28.4 23.0 4.33 4 .38
Neutral 23,4 22.7 25.3 24.0
Very typical of me 48.9 62.1 48.4 52.9

g
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Tab Is E.23(GE)

'Course Raw Ong &alio I Take Flrsr(by Academic Field)

First Step
womwm 4.1

Response percentage by academic field

Comp
(n.377)

I select course content 31.6

I think about student needs,
preparation, tnd characteristics 22.0

I seler4 oblectives based on
external standards 8.0

I drew pen* on my own
background and experience ';5.4

I select textbooks,
Whig resources 4.5

I base my cbcice ol activities on
what 'believe ',remotes leaning 17.0

I examine student evaluations
from previous cOlnktnt 0.8

I examine examinations tram
provious COUrries 0.8

100,1

Lit

(0161)
Hist

(n.234)
Soc

(n-126)
Psych

(n.163)
Wu

(n-197)
Math Fine Ads Lang

(n-276) (nA193) (0.160)
Total

(421908) X2 di

45.9 59.0 45.2 81.3 61.4 38.9 63.9 38.1 4,6.7 237.89 58 .00

13.3 6,4 12.7 10.4 11.2 22.5 13.5 11.9 14.9

2.8 1.7 4.8 0.0 3.6 11.3 2.6 7,5 5,2

23.2 22.6 22 2 14.7 12.7 11,3 13.5 15.0 16.3

4.4 5.1 8.7 5.5 5.1 5.5 8.3 13.1 6.2

9.4 4.7 5.8 7.4 4.1 7,8 6.2 14.4 0.2

0.0 0.0 0.8 0.6 1.0 1 r 1.6 0.0 0.7

1.1 0.4 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.5 0.5 0.0 0.7

100,1 99.9 100 99 0 100.1 100.; 100.1 100

N .1908 due to listwise deletion.

Table E.23(P)

'Course Riming Steps I Take Firs" (by AGademic Pekt)

First Slop

1 SOW COU1111 conteni

think al:out student needs,
preparation, am, charactitencs

I select *bivalves based on
extemal standards

I dew primarily on iny own
background and experience

I select textbooks,
other resources

I base my choice of arltvites on
what I belays promos learning

I examine student evakiabons
from previous courses

I examine examinations from
previous courses

Respon3e percentage by academic ea

Ed Psych
(rw.42t

Nuns
(0.57)

Bus
(n.81)

Total
(N130) X2 dl

21.4 47.4 38.3 37.2 17.49 12 .13

26.2 19,3 18.5 20.6

19.0 19,3 11 .1 15.8

11.9 0.0 16.0 10.0

11.9 6.3 7.4 7.8

7.1 7.0 8.2 8.7

2.4 1 8 2.5 2.2

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

99.9 1001 100 100.1

6 4080 dtis to listwise deletion.
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Table E.24(GE)

Ways of Comninicating Goals to Stu i y Academic Reid)

Response percentage by academic field

Method
Cony
(n.415)

Lit
(n.210)

Hist

(n.263)
Soc

(n.141)
Psych

(n.180)
Blo

(n.215)
Math

(n.304)
Fine Arts
(n.205)

Lang
(n.172)

Total
(N.2105) X2 d I

Describe In syliabus-detalled
Seldom rwly on 12.2 19.7 17.8 15.9 11.0 25.9 24.0 16.8 18.2 17.7 41.94 18 .00
Neutral 20.2 17.3 20.5 21.7 21.8 20.0 25.0 17.8 19.2 20.5
Rely on heavily 87.8 63.0 81.6 62.3 68.5 54.1 51.0 65.3 64.7 61.7

Stress cludng first class
Saidom rely on 9.0 10.1 9.7 8.0 8.5 13.6 21.4 9.8 14.3 11.9 71.32 16 .00
Neutral 14.4 14.9 14 0 23.2 12.5 23.3 22.7 13.2 18.7 17.0
Rely OA hesidly 76.5 75.0 76.4 68.8 79.0 63.1 55.9 77.0 69.0 71.2

Stress periodically
Seldom rely on 3.9 7.7 12.4 9.4 13.8 13.1 11.0 8.9 11.3 9.8 54.11 16 .00
Neutral 14.5 22.1 21.3 20.3 23.9 27.2 23.3 22.7 15.5 20.7
Rely on heavily 81.6 70.2 66.3 70.3 62.5 59.7 65.7 68.5 73.2 69.7

Allow students to infer
from asqiments

Seldom rely on 13.1 8.7 18.3 13.8 15.3 23.9 19.7 12.8 9.1 15.2 49.88 16 .00
Neutral 19.8 18.8 24.1 21.7 21.6 26.3 23.7 17.7 20.1 21.8
Rely on heavily 67.1 72.6 57.6 64.5 63.1 49.8 56.7 69.5 70.7 63.2

Explicitly discuss goalt In
assignments

Seldom rely on 4.9 13.4 18.2 8.7 13.8 21.5 15.6 10.3 13.9 12.9 79.66 16 .00
Neutral 14.0 19.5 23.3 23.2 21.0 23.9 25.2 21.1 19.3 20.7
Rely on heavily 81.1 87.0 58.5 68.1 65.3 54.6 59.1 68.6 68.9 66.4

Table E.24(P)

Ways of Communicating Goals to Students (by Academic Rek)

Response percentage by academic field

Method
Ed Psych

(n.48)
Nur*

(n.68)
Bus

(n.91)
Total

(N.207) X2 df

Describe In syllabus-detalled
Seldom rely on 6.3 3.0 6.6 5.3 3.14 4 .54
Neutral 14.6 13.4 20.9 17.0
Rely on heavily 79.2 83.8 72.5 77 .7

Stress dudng first class
Seldom rely on 10.4 6.0 5.5 6.8 1.90 4 .75
Neutral 22.9 19.4 18.7 19.9
Rely on Mangy 68.7 74.8 75.8 73.3

Stress pedodlcalty
Seldom rely on 10.4 6.0 12.1 9.7 2.44 4 .66
Neutral 18.8 14.9 18.7 17.5
Rely on haavIty 70.8 79.1 69.2 72.8

Allow students to Infer from
assignments
Seldom rely on 29.2 15.2 15.6 18.6 5.49 4 .24
Neutral 18.8 27.3 21.1 22.5
Rely on heavily 52.1 57.6 63.3 58.9

Explicitly discuss goals
assignments
Seldom rely on 4.2 6.0 12.1 8.3 7.58 4 .11
Neutral 10.4 14 9 22.0 17.0
Rely on heavily 85.4 79.1 85.9 74.8
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Table E.25(GE)

Preferred Method of Arranging Course Contanf (by Academic Rod)

Response percentage try academic field

df pPretend Arrangnient (n.415)
Comp Llt

(n.210)
Het

(n.283)
Soc

(n.141)
Psych

(n.180)
Bio

(n.215)
Mali,

(n.304)
Fine Ans Lang Total

(n.205) (n.172)(N.2105) X2

Way relaeonshipe OCcur in real world
(Stnidurally Weed)

Not Ike my cowl, 43.5 32.4 9.2 27.3 30.6 14.3 33.2 16.9 49.1 29.3 216.2 16 .00

Neutral 22.5 19.0 16.1 3).9 28.9 23.3 26.6 19.4 18.9 22.8
Very much like mycourse 34.0 48.8 72.7 41.7 40.6 62.4 40.1 83.7 32.0 47.6

Way students WM use it In soda!, personal,
or WM 'ening
(Knowledge utlization)

Not Ike my course 13.3 57.7 58.2 30.4 33.9 62.4 42.8 58.1 38.2 45.8 148.52 18 .00

Neutral 29.1 24.0 25.7 26.6 31.7 21.0 30.9 24.1 22.9 28.7
Very much Ike my course 37.8 18.3 16.1 42.8 34.4 18.7 28.3 17.7 36.6 27.5

Way major concepts and relationsNpe we organized
(Concept based)

Not Ike my course 11.0 23.3 16.9 4.3 6.4 3.6 6.3 16.1 23.1 12..8 149.94 16 .00

Neutral 23.3 21.0 19.6 10.6 14A' 8.5 10.:; 18.2 21.9 18.8
Very much Ike my course 65.7 55.7 63.5 84.9 77.7 87.7 63.2 85.7 55.0 70 6

Way I know students learn
(Learning based)

Not Ike my course 4.9 24.4 37.2 19.8 16.4 23.6 6.6 23.6 6.6 17.6 262.65 16 .00
Neutral 17.0 26.7 26.7 31.9 33.0 32.9 21.5 29.2 13.5 25.1
Very much Ike my course 76.1 48.9 34.1 48.8 48.6 43.3 70.0 47.0 77.8 57.3

So that students prepare directly for careers
(Vocational)

Not Ike my course 49.6 78.0 69.2 58.0 59.2 70.1 34.9 77.8 56.5 59.5 195.26 16 .00

Neutral 31.6 16.3 21.9 30.4 27.9 1b.6 34.5 15.8 23.6 25.1
Very much Ike my course 18.7 5.7 6.8 11.8 12.8 14.2 30.8 8.4 19.6 15.4

Way knvoledge has been created in my tiekl
(Knowledge creation)

Not Ilke my course 49.5 43.1 26.8 25.4 27.4 29.9 32.7 42.9 64.3 38.9 118.43 16 .00

Neutral 21.7 24.9 31.9 35.5 29.1 33.6 31.4 29.6 20.2 28.1
Very much Ilke my course 28.8 32.1 39.2 39.1 43.6 36.5 38.0 27.6 15.5 33.0

To help students clarify values and commitments
(Vakie based)

Not Ilke my course 41.7 21.9 27.6 27.5 38.9 56.1 82.8 52.0 66.1 47.2 367.17 16 .00
Neutral 27.3 22.4 28.8 30.4 26.5 23.8 13.2 20.8 22.0 23.6
Very much like my course 31.0 55.7 45.6 42.0 34.6 18.1 4.0 27.2 11.9 29.2

Table E.25(P)

Profaned Method of Arranging Cows* Content (by Academic Roo

Response percenteoe by academic field

Ed Psych Nurs Bus Total
Preferred Arrangement (n.48) (n.68) (n.91) (A4.207) X2 df p

Way relationships oocur in real vrorkl
(Shunt's* based)

Not Ike my course 28.7 30.3 31.1 29.9 2.77 4 .80
Neutral 31.1 24.3 34.4 30.3
Very rroch Ike my course 42.2 45.5 34.4 39.6

Way students will use it In social, personal or career setting
(Knowiedge utilization)

Not Ike my course 13.0 10.6 16.7 13.9 1.65 4 .60
Neutral 23.9 27.3 21.1 23.6
Very mud, like my course 63.0 62.1 62.2 62.4

Way makar concepts and relationships we orgarized
(Concept based)

Not Ste my course 13.0 0.0 14.4 9.4 19.64 4 .00
Neutral 10.9 9.0 23.3 15.6
Very much like my oouree 76.1 91.0 62.2 74.9

Way I know students learn
(Lewnlre based)

Not Ike my course 8.7 6. i 21.1 13.4 14.17 4 .01sig
Neutral 34.8 19.7 30.0 27.7
Very much Ike my course 56.5 74.2 48.9 56.9

So that students prepare directly tor careers
(Vocational)

Not Ike my course 15.2 6.0 20.0 14.3 12.51 4 .01
Neutral 28.3 13.4 23.3 21.2
Very much Ike my course 56.5 80.6 58.7 84.5

Way knowledge hits been created in my Ileid
(Knowledge creation)

Not Ike my Come 45.7 48.3 41.1 43.8 2.04 4 .73
Neutral 32.6 23.9 32.2 29.6
Very much Ike My course 21.7 29.9 28.7 26.8

To help students clarity values and COfTlfritMant.
(Value based)

Not Ike my course 34.8 32.8 37.8 35.5 1.24 4 .87
Neutral 28.3 26.9 21.1 24.6
Very much Ike my course 37.0 40.3 41.1 39.9

*A2 lingo
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Table E.26(GE)

Preferred Patterns of Arranging Content (by Acaderrdc Reid)

Response percentage by academic held

Co MO U1 Mt Soc Psych MO Math Fine Arts

Prefernto Pattern (n.377) (n.190) (n.231) (n.130) (n.187) (0.199) (n.286) ,a.193)

Way relationships occur
In real wend
(Sttuctural build) 4.8 23.2 48.8 3.8 7.8 21.1

Way students will use it in sodal,
personal or career setting
(Knowledge utiNzation) 10.3 2.6 1.7 13.1 10.2 1.0

Way major concepts and
relationships areorganized
(Concept based) 29.4 33.7 25.5 50.8 58.7 59.3

Way I know students learn
(Leaning based) 40.6 12.1 3.5 12.3 7.8 10.1

So that students prepare
directly for carOf3
(Vocational) 3.2 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 1.0

Way knowlectie has
been created in my Meld
(Knowledge creation) 5.3 5.3 10.0 9.2 7.8 4.5

To help students clarify values
and commitments
(Value based) 6.4 23.2 12.1 10.8 7.8 3.0

Toi 100.1 100 100 100.1 100

3.5 33.2

4.2 4.1

55.9 35.8

23.8 14.5

8.0 2.1

4.5 6.2

0.0 4.1

99.9 100

N.1927 due to listwIse deletion

20A2 7/23/90

Tabie E.26(P)

Preferred Patterns of Arranging Content (by Academic Reid)

Response percentage by academic field

Ed Psych Nurs Bus Total'
Preferred Pattern (n-39) (n.62) (n.87) (N.182)

Way relationships occur in real world
(Structural based) 2.8 4.8 4.9 4.4

Way students wiN use It In social,
personal or career setting
(Knowledge utilizadon) 12.8 17.7 25.9 20 3

Way map( concepts and
reladonships are organized
(Concept based) 51.3 46.8 30.9 40.7

Way I know students learn
(Learning based)

So that students prepare directly for careers
(Vocational)

Way knowledge has been created in my held
(Knowledge creation)

To help students clarity vakies
and commitments
(Vakie based)

7.7 6.5 8.8 7.7

.8

2.6

10.4

0.0

10.3 4.8

18.5 17.6

3.7 2.2

7.4 7.1

00.1 -765 66.6 100

df
Lang

(n.154)
Total

(N.1027) X2

4.5 16.7 821.9 48 .00

14.9 6.8

23.4 40.5

51.9 21.2

2.6 2.4

2.6 6.0

0.0 7.1

99.9 99.9

Fine 7/23/90

X2 df

10.57 12 .57

182 due to listwlse deletion.
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Table E.27(GE)

Voys of Assisting and Monitoring Shxiont Learning (by Academic Reid)
.n.I.MMMIlemowilIIMINION.0MoyiroMMOII,

Response percentage (Like what I do)

Method
Comp

(n.415)
Lit

(n.210)
Hist

(11.283)

SoC

(11.141)

Psych
(n.180)

Bio
(n.215)

Math
(n.304)

Fine Arts
(n.205)

Lang
(11.172)

Total
(N.2105) X2 di

Provide extra help se/tritons
Notilkewhatid0 16.7 32.7 28.7 27.7 31.5 27.1 17.2 37.9 15.8 24.9 85.137 18 ,00

Neutral 20,6 25.0 24.9 27.0 23.6 25,7 20.9 24.1 26.9 23.7
Very much like what I do 62.8 42.3 413.4 45.3 44.9 47.2 61,9 37.9 57.3 51.4

Provide sbucture to
clarify rnstedal

Not like what I do 5.1 5.8 3.8 2.9 2.8 1.9 2.7 5.9 1.8 3.8 25.05 113 .07

Neutral 12,9 14.9 12.3 15.2 12.9 18.4 13.3 15.3 7.1 13.13

Very much like what I do 82.0 79.3 83.9 81.9 84.3 79.7 84.1 78.7 91.1 82.13

Find ways to motivate students
Not like what I do 1.9 2.9 1.5 1.4 1.7 2 8 5.3 2.5 1.8 2.5 44.60 1 6 .00

Neutral 13.3 13.4 19.2 15.1 13.5 17.8 28.2 15.2 12.9 16.7
Very much likewhat I do 84.7 83.7 79.3 83.5 84.8 79.4 68.5 82.4 85.3 80.8

Show enthusiasm lot sublect
Not like what I do 0.5 U.0 0.8 0.0 0.6 0.5 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.4 28.71 16 .03

Neutral 2.7 0.5 2.3 2.2 0.6 4.2 51 2.0 0.0 2.4
Very much We what I do 98.9 99.5 96.9 97.8 98.9 95.3 94.0 98.0 100,0 97.2

Show personal concem
for students

Not Ike what I do 0.7 0.0 1.9 2.2 0.0 2.3 1.7 0.0 0.0 1.0 29.46 16 .02

Neutral 4.4 7.2 7.7 7.2 9.6 6.5 7.3 8.4 2.3 6 4

Very much lIkewhat I do 94.9 92.8 90.4 90.6 90.4 91.1 91.0 93.6 97.7 92.6

Provide role model for students
Not like what I do 5.4 5.8 8.6 2.2 3.4 7.0 7.6 2.5 4.1 5.5 33.60 1 6 .01 (sig)

Neutral 11.5 12.1 1b.6 11.5 10.7 18.1 14.6 13.2 7.1 12.9
Very much Oka what I do 83.2 82.0 75.9 86.3 85.9 74.9 77.8 84.3 88.8 81.5

Table E.27(P)

Ways of Assisting and Monitoring Student Learning (by Academic Reid)

Response percentage (Like what l do)

Method
Ed Psych Mrs

(n.48) (n.68)
Bus

(n.91)
Total

(A4.207) x2

Provide extra help Melons

ma
Not Ike what I do 43.8 6.0 30.8 25.7 36.14 4 .00
Neutral 14.6 17.9 33.0 23.8
Very much Ike what I do 41,7 76.0 36.3 50.5

Provide structure tor:101y material
Not Ike what I do 2,1 0.0 2.2 1.5 6.34 4 .1 7
Neutral 10.4 7.5 18.7 13.1
Very much Ike what I do 87,5 92.5 79.1 85.4

Find ways to motivate students
Not Ike vRt* I do 0.0 1.5 1.1 1.0 1.21 4 .89
Neutral 14.6 10.4 13.2 12.8
Very much Ike what I do 85.4 613.1 85.7 88.4

Show enthusiasm for subiect
NoUkI1WlatIdO 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.35 2 .04
Neutral 6.3 0.0 1.1 1.9
Very much Ike what I do 93.8 100 98.9 98.1

Show portionsl concern for students
Nol Ike what I do 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.16 2 ,08
Neutral 0.0 0.0 4.4 1.9
Very much lie what I do 100 100 95.6 98.1

Provide roll model for students
Nol Ike 011 I dO 0.0 0,0 1.1 0.5 6.60 4 .1 8
Neutral 0.0 1.5 6.6 3.4
Very much Ike what I do 100 98.5 02.3 96.1

21;4
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Table E.28(GE)

Useful Indceto la of Student Leaning (by Mack Reid)

Response percentage by acaderric field

Comp Lit Hist Soc Psych Blo Math Fine Atte Lang Total

WAGON (n.415) (n.210) (n.283) (n.141) (n.180) (n.215) (n.304) (n.205) (n.172) (N.2105) X2 df

Examine resuks of
quizzes/exams

Monthly 42.0 82.9 71.8 73.7 70.9 51.4 37.1 70.1 14.7 53.1 478.88 24 .00
Weekly 38.7 30.5 24 3 21.9 24.8 43.4 58.3 28.0 77.8 38.3
Daily 4.1 4.3 3.1 2.9 3.9 4.2 8.8 1.0 7.1 4.2
NA 17.2 2.4 0.8 1.5 0.8 0.9 0.0 2.9 0.6 4.3

Watch student faces
Monthly 1.5 1.9 3.9 0.0 1.7 2.8 1.3 5.4 0.8 2.2 45.14 24 .01(s49)
Weekly 8.0 8.2 8.5 9.5 10.1 7.0 7.3 8.9 1.8 7.3
Daly 88.5 89.5 82.8 89.8 85.5 86.9 89.8 85.7 95.3 88.0
NA 2.0 2.4 5.0 0.7 2.8 3.3 1.7 2.0 2.3 2.5

Observe discussions
and partIcipation

Monthly 2.9 0.5 5.8 3.6 7.3 5.1 1.3 3.0 1.2 3.3 167.91 24 .00
Weekly 18.5 13.4 30.6 18.1 22.5 28.5 10.2 20.4 7.8 18.9
Daly 77.4 85.8 61.2 74.8 67.4 58.1 80.2 70.8 89.5 73.7
NA 1.2 0.5 2.3 3.6 2.8 10.3 e 3 8.0 1.8 4.0

Observe after-class westions
Monthly 16.4 12.4 16.9 16.1 24.2 18.0 15.6 14.9 18.0 18.5 45.89 24 .00
Weekly 24.7 21 1 27.2 25.5 23.0 21.1 22.9 24.9 17.4 23.3
Daly 45.7 50.7 36.6 47.4 39.3 39.0 47.2 41.3 40.7 43.4
NA 13.2 15.8 19.3 10.9 13.5 23.9 14.3 18.9 24.0 16 8

Observe frequency
of student office visit

Monthly 19.8 19.8 24.1 20.3 28.8 219 12.3 28.1 21.8 21.2 89.39 24 .00
Weekly 37.3 36.2 32.5 35.5 31.1 29.7 30.7 27.1 36.5 33.2
Daly 28.4 24.2 26.1 g3.2 27.1 26.3 46.3 21.1 71.8 28.4
NA 14.7 19.8 17.3 21.0 15.3 20.1 101 23.8 20.0 17.3

26A1 7/236.10

Table E.28(GE)-Continued

Response percentage by acadernic field

Comp Lit Hist Soc Psych Bio Math Fine Ans Lang Total
Indicator (n.415) (n.210) (n.283) (n.141) (n.180) (n.215) (n.304) (n.205) (n.172) (N.2105) X2 df

Observe class attendance
Monthly
Weekly

19
12.9

1.4
14.8

4.3
15.2

2.9
17.4

8.1
20.1

8.1
14.5

5.0
9.9

4.5
12.4

1.2
5.3

4.0
13.4

52.75 24 .00

Deity 81.7 81,3 77.8 77.5 70.4 72.9 81.5 78.8 90.8 79.4
NA 1.5 2.4 2.7 2.2 3.4 8.5 3.8 4.5 2.9 3.2

Observe frequency of
completing assignments

Monthly
Weekly

4.2
38.3

21.4
29.1

32.4
31.2

35,5
32.6

33.0
30.2

23.9
31.5

13,3
30.8

23.9
333

5.9
28.8

19.3
32.4

399.73 24 .00

Daly 58.3 41.7 19.4 19.8 18.2 18.9 38.5 30.3 59.4 35.2
NA 1.2 7.8 17.0 12.3 20,7 27.7 19.8 12.4 5.9 13.1

Analyze student papers
and themes

Monthly 4.9 39.4 62 8 59.9 58.4 40.3 14.0 48.8 14.0 331 1139.7 24Weekly 59,7 38.0 17.7 22.8 12.9 13.7 15.9 19.9 33.9 28.9
.00

Daly 35.4 19.7 9.4 8.8 7.3 3.8 4.7 13.9 141 14.9
NA 0.0 2.9 10.2 10.9 21.3 42.2 65.4 17.4 37.4 22.7

Examine student course
evaluations

Monthly 82.2 85.1 88.8 88.0 87.8 88.7 84.7 84.7 78.4 84.8 30.31 24 .17Weekly 3.7 3.8 31 3.0 2.8 1.4 1.7 2.0 4.2 2,9Day 8.8 4.3 2.4 3.0 4.0 1.9 3.0 5.0 4.8 4.1
NA 7.8 e.7 7 5 6.0 5.8 10.0 10.7 8.4 12.8 8.4

Analyze student lournals
Monthly
Weekly

40.2
11.3

33.0
8.8

15.3
3.2

25.8
3.0

28.4
2.2

17.0
1.4

14.0
0.7

27.0
4.0

18 7
1.8

24.9
4.5

248.81 24 .00

Day 5.1 3.9 1.2 0.8 2.2 0.0 0,0 1.0 1.2 2.0NA 43.4 56.3 80.3 70.7 89.1 81.8 85.3 88.0 80.4 881



Tat*, E.28(P)

Useful Waiters ol Student Looming (by Academic Reid)

Responee percentage by academic NM

Ed PsyCh
Indicator (n.48)

Nurs
(n.88)

Bus
(n.91)

Total
(N.207) X2 dl

Exanine results of quizzes/exams
Monthly 77.1 43,9 84.6 61.0 23.92 6 00
Weekly 14.6 53.0 33.0 35.1
Deily 2.1 0.0 2.2 1.5
NA 8.3 3.0 0.0 2.4

Watch Student faces
Monthly 2.1 4.5 8.8 4.9 4.50 8 .81
Weekly 10.4 18 4 17.8 15.5
Daily 85.4 Ti .1 75.8 78.8
NA 2.1 1.5 0.0 1.0

Observe discussions and participation
Monthly 8.3 4.5 1.1 3.4 9.11 6 .17
Weekly 31.3 28.4 18.7 24.8
Daily 62.5 67.2 78.0 70.9
NA 0.0 0.0 2.2 1.0

Observe after-class questions
Monthly 25.5 10.0 20.9 21.7 5.01 e 54
Weekly 19.1 32.3 20.9 24.1
Daily 38.2 32.3 44.0 38.4
NA 19.1 15.4 14.3 15.8,

Observe frequency of student
office visit

Monthly 33.3 19.7 22.7 24.0 7.28 6 .30
Weekly 31.3 37.9 28.9 32.4
Daily 18.8 31.8 28.0 27.5
NA 16.7 10.6 20.0 16.2

Observe class attendance
Monthly 12.5 3.0 5.5 6.3 12.93 6 .04
Weekly 10.4 28.4 16.5 18.9
Daily 68.8 64.2 75.8 70.4
NA '3.3 4.5 2.2 4.4

Table E.28(P)-Continued

Response percentage by academic Saki

Ed Psych Nuns Bus Total

Indicator (n48) (NW) (n-91) (N.207) X2 dl

Observe frequency of completing
assignments

Monthly 31.3 4.5 18.7 17.0 19.72 6 .00
Weekly 43.6 47.8 42.9 44.7
Daiy 20.8 38.8 24.2 28.2
NA 4.2 9.0 14.3 10.2

Analyze student papers and themes
Monthly 84.8 30.3 44.4 44.8 18.31 8 .01

Weekly 22.9 39.4 24.4 28.9
Daly 6.3 12.1 10.0 9.8
NA 8.3 18.2 21.1 18.7

Examine student course evaluations
Monthly 93.8 88.4 81.1 88.7 10.75 8 .10
Weekly 2.1 3.0 5.6 3.9
Daily 4.3 9.1 4.4 5.9
NA 0.0 1.5 8.9 4.4

Analyze student toumals
Monthly 18.6 21.2 28.8 23.9 7.37 8 .29
Weekly 8.3 10.8 5.5 7.8
Deity 0.0 3.0 0.0 1.0
NA 72.9 65.2 85.9 67.3

2C6



Table E.29IGE)

Confidence In Indcators of Student Lemming (by Academic Reid)

1

Response percentage by academic held

Comp Lit Fist Soc Psych Blo Math Fine Arts Lang Total
Confidence in IndicatOr (n.415)(n.210) (n.263) (n.141) (n.180) (n.215) (n.304) (n.205) (n.172) (N.2105) X2 df

Examine results of quizzes/exam'
25% or leu 24.9 8.4 3.6 5.1 5,2 2.0 1.7 5.6 1.8 7.9 304.87 16 .00
50% 38.3 34.8 28.3 43.4 30.5 23,9 14.7 36.2 24.9 29.8
95% confidence 38.8 58.8 68.1 51.5 64.4 74.1 83.6 58.2 73.4 62.3

Watch student faces
25% or lese 10.4 16.2 18.1 8.1 14.4 13.3 13.2 12.1 9.5 12.9 59.84 16 .00
50% 39.8 43.6 46.9 43.7 37.9 50.2 44.0 36.9 26.0 41.4
95% confidence 49 9 40.2 35.0 48.1 47.7 36.5 42.7 51.0 64.5 45.7

Observe discussions
and participation

25% or lese 7.9 8.4 12.9 14.0 15.8 21.4 18.3 11.7 4,8 12.2 110.12 18 .0050% 35.6 34.3 43.1 33.8 38.7 43.8 45.5 40.1 21.4 38.1
95% confidence 56.5 59.3 43.9 52.2 45.7 34.8 38.2 48.2 73.8 49.7

Observe after-class questions
25% Or less 35.5 39.3 45.8 40.0 45.4 49.5 41.5 42.9 52.4 42.7 32.58 16 .0150% 39.7 35.0 37.1 33.3 34.5 36.7 38.8 34.3 29.3 36.2
95% confidence 24.8 25.7 17.1 26.7 20.1 13.8 19.7 22.7 18.3 21.1

Observe frequency of
student office visits

25% or less 39.8 53.9 57.1 58.2 56.3 56.8 37.8 58.1 47.0 49.8 82.73 18 .0050% 40.8 36.8 32.8 29.9 30.5 32.0 35.5 28.8 39.9 34.9
95% confidence 19.4 9.3 10.1 11.9 13.2 11.2 26.8 13.1 13.1 15.4

Observe class attendance
25% or less 13.5 18.3 19.4 19.9 22.0 24.5 15.9 18.2 7.2 17.1 66.50 16 .0050% 44.0 44.3 44.3 42.6 48.6 46.2 45.8 35 9 31.7 43.1
95% confidence 42.5 39.4 36.4 37.5 29.5 29.3 38.2 46.0 61.1 39.9

Observe frequency of
completed assignments

25% or less 5.2 15.3 29.1 25.5 34.3 38.9 28.6 19,4 8.3 21.5 205.85 16 .0050% 32.4 30.5 31.2 35.8 40.7 33.7 28.9 35.7 29.0 32.8
95% confidence 62.4 54.2 39.7 38.7 25.0 27.4 42.5 44.9 62.7 45.9

21A1 712340

Table E.29(GE)-Confinued

Response percentage by academic tield

Comp Ut Hist Soc Psych Bio Math Fine AnS Lang Total
Confidence in Indicator (n.416)(n.210) (n.263) (n.141) (n.180) (n.215) (n.304) (n.205) (n.172) (N.2105) X2 df

Analyze student papers
and themes

25% or loss 1.7 4.9 18.8 17.6 32.6 50.2 71.3 22.2 42.4 28.3 697.72 16 .0050% me 21.1 24.0 31.6 30.2 25.8 12.3 26.8 20.6 20.6
95% confidence 87.5 74.0 57.2 50.7 37.2 23.9 18.3 51.0 37.1 51.1

Examine student course
evaluations

25% or less 35.7 27.3 30.5 26.9 35.3 38.3 40.4 32.8 38.2 34.3 27.23 16 .0450% 45.8 48.8 47.8 53.7 38.8 43.8 45.1 44.4 39.4 45.3
95% confidence 18.7 23.9 21.7 19.4 25.9 19.9 14.5 22.7 22,4 20,4

Analyze !Alden, journals
25% or less 60.3 88.0 92.3 MI 85.6 89.8 96.0 80.7 92.1 81.2 235.95 16 .0050% 25.1 17.2 4.5 10.7 5.7 7.1 3 7 11.2 4.9 11.2
95% confidence 14.6 14.8 3.2 10.7 8.8 3.3 0.3 8.1 3.0 7.6

267
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Table E.29(P)

Conk fence In Indkatote of Student Learning (by Academic Rek)

Response percentage by academic field

Confidence In Indicator
Ed Psych Nurs

(n.48) (n.08)
Bus

(n.91)
Total

(N.207) X2 df

Exairdne results of quizzes/exams
25% az Wu 14.6 4.5 1.1 ''. 4 19 37 4 .00
50% 43,8 22.4 36.0 r 31
95% confidence 41.7 73.1 62.9 6, .4

Watch student faces
25% et less 18.7 9.1 5.6 9.4 4.82 4 .31
50% 35.4 43,9 42,7 41.4
95% confidence 47.9 47.0 51.7 49.3

Observe discuulons and participation
25% or len 2.1 3.0 9.0 5.4 7.46 4 .11
50% 43.8 50.7 33.7 41.7
95% confidence 54.2 46.3 57.3 52.9

Observe after-class questions
25% or less 43.8 47.7 42.7 44.8 1.28 4 .86
50% 37.5 36.9 34.8 36.1
95% confidence 18.8 15.4 22.5 19.3

Observe frequency of student office visit
25% or ieu 52,1 39.4 50.0 47 0 014 4 .20
50% 41.7 42.4 31.8 37.6
95% confidence 6.3 18.2 18.2 15.3

Observe class attendance
25% or leu 27.1 20.9 13.5 19.1 7.77 4 .10
50% 43 8 31.3 46.% 40.7
95% confidence 29.2 47.8 40.4 40 2

Observe frequenoy of
completed assioments

25% or less 12.5 14.1 23 6 17.9 12.17 4 .02
50% 47.9 26.6 22.5 29.9
95% wffildence 39.8 59.4 53 9 52.2

Table E.P.9(P)-Continued

.1),w11 1111

10II.10
Respoms purontacia by academic field

df
Ed Psych

Confidence In Indicator (ns8)
Nurs

(n.68)
Bus

(no91)
Total

(N207) X2

Analyze student papers and themes
25% or leaS 12.5 23.4 34.1 25.5 11.99 4 .02
50% 43.8 23.4 29 5 31.0
95% confidence 43.8 53.1 30.4 43.5

Examine student course evaluations
25% of lees 27 7 24,2 20.7 27.0 4.98 4 .29
50% 48.9 34.8 43.7 42.0
95% confidence 23.4 40.9 27.6 31.0

Analyze studer* Journals
25% or lus 79.2 74.2 32.0 78,8 4.64 4 .32
50% 14.6 12.1 13,5 13.3
95% confidence 8.3 13.8 4.5 7.9

264
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Planning Introductory College Courses

APPENDIX F

Percentage Tables by College Type Within
Each Academic Field



Appendix F

Tables

F.1 Characteristics of Introductory Classes (by College Type Within Fields)
F.2 Characteristics of Faculty Respondents (by College Type Within Fields)
F.3 "Perceived Characteristics of My Academic Field" (by College Type Within Fields)
F.4 Characteristics of Field as Portrayed in Introductory Courses (by College Type Within Fields)
F,5 Influence of Discipline on Course Planning (by College Type Within Fields)
F.6 Specific Influences on Selecting Course Content (by College Type Within Fields)
F.7 Influence of Background and Beliefs on Course Planning (by College Type Within Fields)
F.8 Beliefs About Education (by College Type Within Fields)
F.9 Preferred Educational Belief (by College Type Within Fields)
F.10 Characteristics of Introductory Courses (by College Type Within Fields)
F.11 Perceived Characteristics of Sponsoring Programs (by College Type Within Fields)
F.12 Perceived Characteristics of College (by College Type Within Fields)
F.13 Perceived Autonomy of Sponsoring Program, Faculty, and Students (by College Type Within

Fields)

F.14 Influences of College and Program Goals on Course Planning (by College Type Within Fields)
F.15 Characteristics of Introductory Course Students (by College Type Within Fields)
F.16 influence of Student Characteristics on Course Planning (By College Type Within Fields)
F.17 External Influences on Course Planning (by College Type Within Fields)
F 18 Influence of Assistance and Facilities on Course Planning (by College Type Within Fields)
F.19 Pragmatic Influences on Course Planning (by College Type Within Fields)
F.20 Available Advice-Influences on Course Planning (by CollegeType Within Fields)
F.21 Useful Sources of Teaching Assistance (by College Type Within Fields)
F.22 Steps Faculty Consider in Course Planning (By College Type Within Fields)
F.23 "Course Planning Steps I Take First" (by College Type Within Fields)
F.24 Ways of Communicating Goals to Students (by College Type Within Fields)
F.25 Typical Method of Arranging Course Content (by College Type Within Fields)
F.27 Ways of Assisting and Monitoring Student Learning (by College Type Within Fields)
F.28 Useful Indicators of Student Learning (by College Type Within Fields)
F.29 Confidence in Indicators of Student Learning (oy College Type Within Fields)

Note: each table is subdivided into General Education (GE) and Professional (P) courses.

2 7 0



Table F.1(GE)

Miracle 11slics of infrviuctory Classes (by ColAsge Type VOthin Fla Ids)

Responses by college type

Composition Literature Hishry

A B C D E F G H
Domp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

(n.178) (n.82) (n.155) (N.415) (n.121) (n.43) (n.48) (N.210) (ri..129) (n.55) (n.77) (N.263)

Average datia size 38.0 26.2 38.1 34.8 33.3 27.1 27.2 30.7 7G 4 58.6 ,53.7 62.8

Average number o4 times course taught 20.3 14.6 22.8 20.2 12,8 13.3 18.4 13.6 22.8 19.0 18.9 20.7

Percentage

Type ol course:

Remedial 7.3 13.4 5.2 7.8 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0,0 0.0

Grvral education or c.are 91.5 86.5 94.8 91.4 92.6 83.7 95.8 91.3 99.3 98.3 97.4 98.0

For maim 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.5 6.7 18.3 4.3 8.2 0.8 3.8 2.7 1.9

38111 n27/90

rattle F.1(GE)-Continued

Responses by college type

Sociology

Comp LA 2 yr. Total
(n-60) (n-21) (n.80) (N.:41)

Prychology Biology

M N 0 P 0 R
Comp LA 2 yr. Totai Comp LA 2 yr. Total
0..1'51 (n-38) (n.67) (N.180) (n.105) (n-45) (n.65) (N.215)

Average dau size 64.2 43.3 59.1 58.8 87.1 52.7 82.1 78.5 87.7 47.1 58.8 89.7

Average number of times cotrse teuuht 23.3 28.8 27.2 25.1 2';, 21.2 25.8 23.9 14.0 1'1 22.3 18.1

Percentage

Type ol course:

Remedial 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.6 1.0 0.0 1.5 0.9

rienerr.: ethcation or core 90.0 85.0 98 4 94.2 92.3 92.2 89.3 91.6 75.1 75 0 84.6 78.1

For melon 10.0 5.0 1 7 5.7 6.7 7.9 9.1 7.9 24.1 24.4 13.9 21.0

2 71
aez 7/21/00



Table F.1(GE)-Cordinued

Responses oy college type

Mathematics Fine Arts Language

T U V W X AA BB CC
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA yr. Total

(n.128) (n.58, (n.120) (N.304) (n.109) (rk-33) (n.63) (M.205)

Average clots size 40.9 31.6 29.3 34.6 55.1 40.3 38.5 47.1

Average nurnber ot times course taught 11.4 13.4 11.8 12.0 16.5 11.0 18.7 16.2

Type 01 course:

Remedial

General EkleatiOn Of COM

For majors

Percentage

7.2 10.3 14.2 10.7 1.0 0.0 1.6 1.0

67.7 74.1 68.1 69.0 94.2 97.0 90.5 93.6

25.0 15.5 17.6 20.3 4.8 3.0 7.9 5.5

(n.91) (n.43) (n.38) (N.172)

32.2 21.7 29.0 28.9

14.2 8.8 15.4 13.2

2.3 7.3 5.4 4.2

93.0 82.9 83.8 88.5

4.6 9.7 10.5 7.3

3831 7,2740

Table F.1(P)

Characteristics of lalrockvfory Classes (by College Type IMMO Raids)

Responses by college type

DO
Comp
(n.29)

Average class Ma 47.8

Average nunter of times course taught 16.9

Type of course:

Remedial 3.4

General ectucation or core 37.9

For melon, 58.6

Ed. Psychology Nursing Business

EE FF. co NH' II
LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

(n.15) (n-4) (A4.48) (n-26) (n.10) (n.32) (A.468)

28.3

18.1

40.3 45.4 38.5 39.4

16.1 6.6 5.4 6.7

Percentage

0.0

20.0

80.0

2.1 3.8 0.0 1.5

35.5 19.2 12.5 14.9

62.5 78.9 87.5 83.6

U
Corrip
(n.30)

Kle LL
LA 2 yr.

(n-14) (n.47)
Total

(N.91)

67.9 44.1 49.8

12.0 14.0 12.1

0.0 2.1 1.1

62.0 42.6 48.9

37 9 55.4 50.0

Eliminated from oompanson We to small sarrple size.

FIESI MAILABLE

272 3841 712710



Table F.2(GE)

Cheracterisecs of Facu Ny Respondents (by College rype (tWhin Rees)

Responses by (*Nage type

Composition Literature History

A B C D E F G H

Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr, Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

Characteristic (11.178) (n.82) (11.155) (N.415) (n.121) (11.43) (n.48) (N.210) (n.129) (n.55) (n.77) (N-263)

Age 44.6 45.9 45.6 45.2 50.3 49.8 48.5 49.8 49.6 49.7 .45.4 48.4

Years full-dme coNege teaching 10.6 9.3 8.8 9.8 18.5 18.3 13.4 18.9 17.1 17.5 8.9 14.7

Years high school teaching 2.8 2.4 5.4 3.8 1.9 1.6 3.1 2.1 1.6 2.3 6.1 3.0

Yews In present coNege 9.7 9.0 8.7 9.2 15.8 14.3 12.3 14.8 15.J 15.2 10.1 13.8

Number Introductory courses
taught per 12 months 5.5 4.8 8.8 8.8 4.8 3.9 8.0 5.3 4.2 4.5 5.7 4.7

Percentage

Maie 50.6 39.0 44.4 46.0 66.7 53.5 53.3 61.1 77.5 78.2 70,9 75.7

Hold doctorate 38.8 48.8 15.6 32.1 71.1 74.4 28.1 81.9 84.5 87.3 24.1 66.9

No rank or below assistant professor 48.3 39.0 67.5 53.8 14.9 9.3 63.1 24.3 11.7 9.1 65.9 27.5

FuN-time 66.3 64.6 61.3 64.1 88.8 95.2 87.0 88.5 86.8 85.5 57.0 77.6

Untenured or no tenure policy 61.7 68 3 57.1 81.3 27.5 35.7 43.4 32.7 32.0 41.8 64.5 43.9

451 7/27190

Table F.2(GE)-Continued

Responses by college type

Sociology Psychology Biology

M N 0 P 0 R

Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

Characteristic (n.80) (n.21) (n.60) (N.141) (11.75) (11.341) (11.87) (N.180) (n.105) (11.45) (n.65) (N.215)

Age 47.2 45.9 44.2 45.7 45.4 41.5 42.7 43.8 47.3 46.8 44.2 48.3

Years tuN-tIme coNege teaching 13.4 11.6 8.8 11.1 13.1 9.9 8.1 10.8 18.0 14.3 11.9 14.4

Years high school teaching 1.0 1.0 3.2 2.0 0.8 0.8 2.7 1.5 1.6 1.8 4.0 2.4

Years In present college 12.2 11.9 9.9 11.2 12.0 8.0 8.7 9.9 13.9 12,7 11.7 13.0

Number Introductory courses
taught per 12 months 3.8 3.5 7.4 5.3 3.3 3.7 7.2 4.8 3.0 2.6 5.2 3.6

Percentage

Male 65.0 61.9 58.3 61.7 68.7 65.8 68.7 68.5 74.0 80.0 69,2 72.8

Hold doctorate 70.0 61.9 25.0 49.6 85.3 78.3 30.3 63.1 77.1 77.8 23.1 80.9

No rank or below assistart professor 20.0 9.6 87.7 38.6 13.6 13.2 65.7 32.9 12.4 8.8 57.8 25,2

Full-time 83.3 78 2 58.7 70.9 88.7 88.8 65.7 78.9 93.3 95.8 78.5 89.3

Untenured or no tenure policy 38 8 42 8 54 2 45.0 38.7 60.5 64.2 52.8 32.4 42.3 48.2 38,6

273
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Tab's (F.2-GE)--Confinued

Character leaC

Responses by college type

Mathematics Fine Arts Language

T U V W X AA BB CC
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Com LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total
(n.126) (n.58) (n.120) (N.304) (n.109) (r§.33) (n.63) (N205) (n.91) (n.43) (n.38) (N172)

Age 48.5 45.7 44.2 46.4 47.3 45.1 44.3 46.0 47.5 46.6 45.7 48.9

Years full-time college teacNng 12.7 12.6 8.9 11.2 15.5 14.2 8.8 13.2 13.2 10.7 8.6 11.6

Years high school teaching 3.4 4.4 5.2 4.3 2.6 1.8 5.9 3.4 2.2 3.6 8.7 3.6

Years In present coaege 11.8 10.1 8.7 10.2 13.0 12.9 10.0 12.1 10.7 10.0 10.6 10.5

Nurrter Introductory courses
taught per 12 months 5.8 4.6 7.8 6.3 3.9 4.2 6.7 4.8 4.6 4.3 5.9 4.8

Percentage

Male 77.8 65.5 60.8 68.8 68.8 69.7 55.7 65.0 46.2 38.1 23.7

Hoid doctorate 52.4 43.1 13.4 35.3 49.5 48.5 11.1 37.6 61 5 48.8 23.7 5L...

No rank or below assistant professor 37.3 27.6 78.7 51.0 16.5 9.1 62.0 29.2 35.2 25.6 08.4 40.1

FuN-lime 81.7 81.0 65.8 75.3 67.2 90.9 56.7 79.0 76.9 76.7 55.3 72.1

Untenured or* no tenure poky 56.1 67.2 61.9 60.5 37.9 51.5 65.1 48.5 56.1 57.1 56.7 56 4

483 7/2710

Tabie F.2(P)

Charactenstks of Faculty Respondents (by College Type Within Fields)

Characteristic

Responses by college type

Ed. Psychology Nurslng Business

DO EE FF. G3 H1-1. II JJ KK U.
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total
(n.29) (r*15) (n.4) (N-48) (n.26) (n.10) (n.32) (N-68) (n.30) (n.14) (n.47) (N-91)

Age 48.5 48.6 48.8 46.1 45.4 46.2 47.3 47 .1 48.1

Years full-ttme college teething 12.8 11.4 11.7 10.5 9.1 10.1 10.2 7.0 7.6

Years high school teaching 2.8 3 7 3.0 0 0.08 0 0.5 1.8 1.2

Years In prettent college 13.0 10.1 11.7 8.1 6.4 7.2 7.3 7.3 6.8

Number of Introductory courses
taught per 12 months 2.9 2.4 2.8 1.8 3.1 2.5 4.1 7.4 5.7

Percentage

Male 48.3 60.0 52.1 7.7 0.0 3.0 70.0 78.7 72.5

Hokl doctorate 72.4 66.7 66.7 23.1 6.5 16.7 50.0 12.8 23.1

No rank or beiOW assistail professor 10.3 20.0 18.7 30.7 82.8 43.3 33.3 88.0 52.8

FuN-time 89.7 86 7 85.4 92.3 87.5 91.0 73.3 61.7 70.3

Untenured or no tenure poNcy 34 4 50.0 42.6 53.8 56.3 55.2 63.3 65.2 68.9

ENmInated from conpadson five to small untie sus.
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Tabie F.3(GE)

Perceived 'Characteristics of My Acadernic Flekr (by Co liege Type (Mthin Fields)

Response percentage (Uke my field)

Composition

A
Comp

B
LA

Characteristic (11-178) (1-82)

A mode of Inquiry 70.7 64.2

An interreeded set of Interests and values 83.0 70.9

Skills to be mastered 81.5 78.3

Sidle 'm bs applied 83.0 63.9

Phenomena to explain 21.2 17.5

Irdviduals who share common Interests 37.0 47.5

Organized body of knowledge 43.2 37.1

Interrelated concepts and operations 82.4 59.o

Table F.3(GE)-Continued

Comp LA

Literature History

C D E F G H

2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

(n-155) (N-415) (n.121) (rs.43) (11.48) (N.210)

58.8 85.0 74.3 83.0 71.1 75.4

51.4 60.2 79.2 83.3 72.7 78.8

92.0 84.4 43.8 44.2 44.5 44.0

94.0 87.2 52.5 58.2 57.8 54.8

18.8 19.5 33.1 40.5 25 5 37.2

20.5 33.0 59.8 60.4 77.3 83.8

64.5 49.9 40.3 54.8 88.8 49.0

78.7 67.9 53.8 54.7 57.7 54.8

Response percentage (Uke my field)

Sociology Psychology

0
2 yr. Total Cump LA 2 yr. Total

Characteristic (n-60) (n-21) (n-60)

A mode of Inquiry 91.5 90.5 88.3

An Interrelated set of Interests and values 69.5 65.0 70.0

Skate fo be mastered 53.3 57.2 41 7

Slelle to be applied 47.5 68.7 55.0

Phenomena to explain 74.8 73.7 83.4

IndlvklUalli who share common interests 57 8 65.0 71.7

Organized body of knowledge 68.3 71.5 81.7

Interrelated concepts end operallons 78.3 90.5 81.8

(n.141) (n-75) (n-38) (n-87) (NOM

(11.129) (n.55) (ri-77) (N.263)

81.0 81.4 75.1 79.3

72.8 77.7 79.3 75.8

42.8 51.9 44.2 45.1

38.9 49.1 49.4 44.2

89.6 72.7 63.7 88.4

72.0 68.5 71.5 71.1

78.0 87.3 79.5 79.5

58.7 68.5 65.4 82.8

eat 1/16,90

Biology

Comp LA 2 yr. Total

90.1 85.1 89.1 78.1 83.4

89.1 83.1 67.5 85.1 84.8

48.9 37.9 45.9 36.9 39.2

53.8 54.1 54.0 53.8 53.9

80.0 89.2 91.9 76.8 85.9

84.8 64.4 48.8 88.2 81.7

74. 75.7 84.8 72.7 72.4

81.5 76.7 72.9 72.3 74.3

(n.105) (n.45) (n-65) (n-215)

88.3 68.3 75.3 83.0

59.1 62.8 53.1 57.9

53.0 54.5 43.7 50.5

51.5 65.9 53.1 55.1

80.2 81.0 i8.2 79.9

55.5 4' ' 58.7 54.1

91.0 95.5 90.7 91.9

90.0 93.2 87.7 89.9
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Table F .34E10-Continued

Response percentage (Like my held)

Mathematics Fine Arts Language

Comp LA 2 yr. Total Cor,ip LA
X

2 yr. Total
AA

Comp
BB
LA

CC
2 yr. Total

Characteristic (n.126) (n.58) (n.120) (n.304) (n.109) (n03) (n.63) (n.200) (n.91) (n.43) (n.38) (n.172)

A mode of Inguky 85.8 61.4 60.8 83.1 51.9 38.4 74.2 63.7 34.1 41.8 32.4 35.7

Int sfreiated set Of (nterests and values 43.0 33.9 38.7 39.6 77.9 78.2 81A) 78.9 50.6 62.8 .54.0 54.4

Skis lo be Mastered 79.3 72.4 87.4 61.2 62.3 53.2 48.0 55.7 92.2 90.8 97.4 93.0

Skills lo be toted 49,4 79.0 83.2 80.8 65.1 56.2 68.9 83.0 94.4 95.3 97.4 95.4

Phenomena lo explain 27.4 30.8 30.0 30.6 49.0 34.4 37.1 43.0 25.3 25.8 10.5 22.1

Individuate who share common interests 33.1 22.8 20.0 25.9 54.3 48.4 48.0 50.7 42.2 52.4 34.2 42.9

Organized body of knowledge 87.3 93.1 90.0 89.4 71.9 68.8 74.8 72.3 59.4 76.7 73.7 66.8

Interrelated concepts and operations 89.7 93.1 95.8 92.7 66.9 68.8 63.5 66.2 88.7 81.4 70.2 71.2

8 B3 7,2 7,90

Table F.3(P)

Perceived 'Characteristics of My Academic Field' (by College Type Wthin Fmk's)

Response percentage (Uke my held)

ChareaeristIO

Ed. Psychology Nursing Business

DD
Comp
(n-29)

EE FF.
LA 2 yr.

(n-15) (rib.4)
Total

(N.48)

(x) HH.
Comp LA
(n-26) (n-10)

II
2 yr.

(n.32)
Total

(N-58)

.1J

Comp
(n.30)

KW LL
LA 2 yr.

(n.14) (n.47)
Total

(N.91)

A mrs '.. of Inquiry 68.9 33.4 58.4 60.0 81.3 63,1 56.6 58.7 52.2

Interrelated Set of Intorests end vakies 72.4 71.4 74.5 88.0 80.5 82.8 78.7 80.5 74.5

%Me to be . watered 62,1 84.6 67.4 92.0 100.0 95.5 56.7 46.8 52.8

Sidns to be applied 72.4 92.9 76.6 95.8 100.0 96.9 76.7 65.2 71.1

Phenomena to explain 58.6 69.3 65.2 44.0 48.9 48.4 36.8 32.6 34.5

Individuals who share common irterests 41.4 42.8 42.8 36.0 13.3 28.1 37,9 34.7 33.0

Organized body of knowltdge 75,9 71.4 74.5 80.0 93.7 89.4 65.5 74.5 87.8

Interrelated concepts and operations 93 1 92.8 91.5 70.8 98.9 87.7 76.7 74.7 74.8

Eliminated horn corrpartson due to small salmis size.

2 7 6
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Table F 4(GE)

Characteristics of Reid as Portrayed in Introductory Course (by College Type Within Rek 1s)

Response percentage (Good portrayal)

Composition Literature

Characteristic

A
Comp

(n.178)

a
LA

(n.82)
2 yr. Total

(n.155) (N.415)
Cornp
(n.121)

LA 2 yr. Total
(9.43) (n46) (N.210)

Comp
(n-129)

A mode of inquiry 77.8 70.4 62.4 70.6 73.6 73.8 80.0 75.0 70.7

An Interrelated set of interests and vakies 89.8 67.2 58.0 64.1 81.7 88.4 88.6 84.5 76.0

Skills to be mastered 84.8 79.0 92.0 86.3 48.4 51.2 42.2 47.8 43.6

Skills to be applied 88.5 88.9 96.7 91.6 57.5 62.8 60.0 59.2 38.1

Phenomena to exptain 22.7 13.8 16.0 18.9 38.4 33.3 51.2 38.8 34.5

Individuals who share common Interests 37.2 40.0 29.3 34.8 58.8 69.7 84.1 66.5 64.8

Organized body ot knowledge 40.2 33.0 63.5 47.5 41.1 515 71.2 50.2 75.2

interrelated concepts and operations 66.1 66.3 80.7 71.6 58.0 57.2 57.8 57.8 59.2

Table F 4(GE)-Corihriued

Response percentage (Good Portrayal)

Sociology Psychology

0
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Cornp LA 2 yr. Total Comp

Characteristic (n.60) (n.21) (n-60) (n-141) (n.75) (n-38) (n.67) (n.180) (n.105)

A mode of inquiry 91.5 90.5 93.4 92.1 79.5 83.7 73.4 78.1 68.2

An interrelated set of interests and yakJes 76.3 55.0 73.4 71.9 68.1 59.4 69.8 68.9 63.9

Skills to be mastered 50.0 42.8 45.0 46.8 39.7 32.4 30.3 34.7 42.1

Sides to be appled 62.7 52.3 50.0 55.7 47.9 37.8 57.8 49.5 42.6

Phenomena lo exptaln 78.0 85.7 90.0 84.3 90.4 94.8 78.8 87.0 74.6

Indbikktala who share cornmon Interests 54.2 52.6 63.3 58.0 62.5 45.9 8b.2 80.3 48.6

Organized body of knowledge 75.0 80.0 81.7 78.5 82.2 69.5 78.8 78.3 93.2

Immolated concepts and operations 81.7 95.0 83.4 64.3 75.3 88.5 78,4 70.8 88.1

History

H
LA 2 yr. Total

(n0.55) (n.77) (N.263)

74.0 76.7 73.1

77.7 78.2 77.1

49.1 51.3 47.1

45.4 53.8 44.4

67.3 84.0 64.9

64.8 71.8 86.9

80.0 81.9 78.2

64.8 71.5 64.0

Mt 7,2710

Biology

LA 2 yr. Total
(n.45) (n.65) (n.215)

79.6 64.6 69.5

60.5 56.2 60.7

38.4 42.2 40.P

43.2 50.0 45.0

61.4 78.1 77.1

48.8 56.7 51.7

88.7 95.4 92.9

90.9 63.1 87.1
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Table F.4(GF)-Continued

Response pea:meow) (Good portrayol)

Mathematics Fine Arts Language

Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA
X

2 yr. Tole(
AA

Comp
BB
LA

CC
2 yr. Total

Characteristic (n.126) (n.58) (n.120) (n.304) (n.109) (n.33) (n.61) (n.205) (n.91) (n.43) (n.38) (n.172)

A mode of Inquky 50.7 49.2 60.0 54.1 58.6 58,1 75.8 62.8 35.5 30.3 41.2 35.4

An Intsnitated sal of Interests and values 36.0 28.6 40.4 36.3 79,1 84.4 87.3 82.5 48.6 53.5 57.1 50.6

Skills to be mastered 87.3 87.9 92.5 89.7 44.3 40.6 50.8 45.8 93.3 100.0 100.0 96.5

SkiNs to be areoSed 84.9 80.7 88.3 85.5 48.3 48.9 84.6 52.0 97.8 100.0 100.0 98.0

Phenomena to explain 20.3 31.6 28.3 25.7 49.8 34.4 45.9 46.0 23.8 20.9 18.9 21.9

Indhtduals who share common Interests 22.6 15.7 17.5 19.2 51.0 53.1 52.4 51.8 43.8 44.2 37.8 42.8

Organizer body of knowledge 81.8 91.4 87.5 65.8 71.3 68.8 87.3 76.9 68.9 79.1 75.7 67.6

Interrelated concepts and operations 86.5 91.3 95.0 90.8 72.0 65.7 52.5 68.3 88.8 81.4 77.8 73.8

983 7/27,90

Table F.4(P)

Characteristics of Reid as Portrayed in Introductory Courses (by College Type Within Flekis)

Response percentage (Good portrayal)

Ed. Psychology Nursing Business

Characteristic

DO
Comp
(n.29)

EE FF

LA 2 yr.
(n.15) (n.4)

losal
(N.48)

OG
Comp
(n.26)

1-1H I I

LA 2 yr.
(n.10) (n.32)

Total
(N.68)

a.)
Comp
(n.30)

KK LL
LA 2 yr.

(n.14) (n.47)
Total

(N.91)

A mode of inquiry 72.4 64.2 70.2 81.2 61.3 63.7 56.7 67.4 82.2

An Intenvlatid set of Interests and values 62.7 71.4 80.9 88.5 86.2 84.4 73.4 78.3 75.5

Skills to be mastered 82.0 84.6 87.4 80.7 100.0 89.4 55 2 36.2 43.3

Skills lo be applied 82.8 92.9 83.0 88.0 100.0 92.3 75.6 67.4 71.9

Phenomena to explain 68.9 78.9 73.9 38.5 43.8 44.7 37.9 38.9 41.8

Int1h4cluals who share common Interests 55.2 67.2 65.3 42.3 v. 3.3 35.4 44.8 37.0 40.9

Organized body of knowledge 82.8 71.5 78.7 88.5 98.9 92.6 70.0 74.5 87.1

Interrelated concepts and operations 89.7 85.8 85 1 84.6 96.0 91.1 80.0 74 5 78.1

Eirrinated from comports:in .ie to small sample size.
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Table F.5{GE))

Inffuonco of Dieppins on Coto* Plowing (by Caddo Two Within Robs)

Composition

A
Cornp

B
LA

C
2 yr. Total

Influence (n.178) (n.82) (n.155) (N.415)

Important concepts i.dpdnciples 80.4 68.8 82.4 78.9

Mode of inquiry 77.4 72.8 69.1 73.4

Acquire essential sIdlle 93.3 93.9 97.4 94.9

Relate field to other fields 83.2 81.7 88.9 84.3

Link concepts to soda! problems 34.5 31.3 40 5 38.1

Contribute to personal development 88.8 79.3 88.2 88.7

Acquire spedalzed vocabulary 125.4 22.5 32.0 27.3

Examine diverse views 137 7 31.3 28 1 32.9

Table F.540E)--Confiflued

Sociology

J K I
Comp LA 2 yr. Total

Influence (n.80) (n.21)

Important concepts and principles 91.5 90.4

Mode c4 Inquiry 80.5 78.2

Acquire assents/ skills 42.4 52.4

Relate field to other fields 69.5 71.4

Unk concepts tc social problems 83.0 95.2

Contribute to personal development 84.7 85.7

Acquire spedakzed vocabulary 52.5 52.4

Examlne divers* Oyes 76.3 52.3

Response percentage (Infkiential)

Literature History

0 E F 0 H
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

(n-121) (n.43) (n.48) (N.210)

83.5 08.4 84.8 84.8

90.9 88.4 82.7 88.8

78.1 78.8 78.3 77.0

67.7 72.1 87.0 72.8

58.2 37.2 86.7 54.8

89.3 78.7 95.7 88.1

31.4 41.8 41.3 35.7

58.2 53.5 75.8 59.8

(n-129) (n.55) (n.77) (N-283)

85.2 94.8 88.8 88.2

78.8 83.6 75.9 77.9

49.3 54.0 87.1 55.8

85.0 79.8 87.2 79.2

87.9 58.4 87.4 71 4

74.8 631 79.7 73.9

12.5 10.9 25.3 18.0

68.0 83.8 73.4 68.7

15010 7/27/90

Response percentage (Infkiential)

M
Comp

(r.-80) (N-141) (n-/b)

88.7 89.3 94.8

88.7 85.0 88.7

52.5 48.2 34.8

80.0 74.3 82.7

90.0 87.8 72.0

91.6 87.8 85.4

63.4 57.2 57.4

71.1 70.7 88.7

Psychology Biology

N
LA

(n-38)

0
2 yr.

(n-87)
Total

(N-180)

P
Comp

(n-105)

0
LA

(n.45)

R
2 yr.

(n-85)
Total

(N.215)

97.4 92.8 94.4 99.1 100.0 95.4 98.1

94.8 74.8 83.9 81.9 94.4 81.8 82.4

44.7 48.3 41 1 55.2 42.2 43.0 48.9

55.2 87.2 62.8 85.7 82.2 73.9 67.4

83.2 83.8 74.4 52.9 55.5 80.0 55.8

78.3 85.1 83.4 50.0 57.8 80.0 54.7

60.5 64.2 80.8 89.2 60.0 81.5 71.0

57.9 69.7 65.9 36.5 44.4 41.5 39.7

279 1SS2b 7/27/90



Table F.5(GE)-Conanued

Response percentage (Influential)

Mathematics Fine Ms Language

Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total
AA

Comp
96
LA

CC
2 yr. Total

Influence (n-128) (n.58) (n-120) (N-304) (n-109) (n-33) (n-63) (N-205) (n-91) k.'.43) (n-38) (N.172)

Important concepts and principles 92.8 98.2 97.4 95.8 84.4 81.2 87.3 64.8 68.0 74.4 79.0 70.9

Mode of Inquiry 75.8 74.1 64.8 71.3 60.2 85.6 66.2 63.6 46.0 41.5 50.0 45.8

Acquire essential skills 94.4 98.8 95.7 95.3 33.9 31,3 44.5 38.8 98.7 97.7 100.0 97.7

Relate field to other fields 74.2 67.3 78.7 74.8 78.0 84.4 68.3 76.0 68.2 68.7 60.5 66.1

Uok concepts to sodal pfoo 12.9 8.6 14.5 12.8 35.8 25.0 38.5 34.3 37.4 32.5 26.4 33.7

Conirlbute to personal developmen1 48.4 36.2 51.3 47.1 74.3 87.8 88.8 80.9 81.4 65.2 65.7 83.9

Acquire spedalzed vOcabulary 83.7 65.5 68.7 65.2 46.8 53.2 63.5 52.9 71.1 79.1 89.5 77.2

Examine diverse views 10.5 10.3 16.3 13.7 53.2 48.9 54.9 52.7 21.4 25.6 27.0 23.8

1030 7/27/90

Table F.5(P)

Influence of Discipline on Course Planning (by College Type Within Holds)

Influence

Response percentage (Inuuential)

Ed. Psychology Nursing Business

DO
Comp
(n-29)

EE FF.
LA 2 yr.

(n.15) (n..4)
Total

(N.48)

03
Comp
(ri.28)

NH' II
LA 2 yr.

(n.19) (n-32)
Total

(N-68)

J
Comp
(n.30)

KK LL
LA 2 yr.

(n-14) (n.47)
Total

(N.91)

Impodani concepts and principles 98.5 100.0 97.9 92.3 100.0 97.0 100.0 89.3 93.4

Mode of Inquiry 62.1 88.7 64.8 84.7 80.8 73 1 73.3 83.8 67.1

Acquire essential skills 79.3 80.0 77.1 80.7 100.0 90.9 88.7 68.0 83.8

Relate tlekl to othfw Mikis 68.9 66.8 68.7 57.7 34.4 43.9 73.3 83.0 80.3

Unk concepts to social problems 62.0 68.7 68.7 57.7 65.d 82.1 56.7 63.8 63.8

Contribute to personal development 88.2 80.0 83.3 84.8 75.1 80.3 66.8 73 9 68.9

Acquire specialized vocabulary 48.3 40.0 47.9 88.4 100.0 93.9 63.3 78.3 68.9

Elirninated from comparison due to small sarVe size.

2' o
1500 7/27/90



Table F.6(GE)

Specific Influences on Seiecting Course Content (by Co liege Type Within Fields)

Response percentage (Influential)

Cornposihon Literature History

A
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Camp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

Influence (n.178) (n.82) (n.155) (N.415) (n.121) (n.43) (n.46) (N.210) (r).129) (n.55) (n.77) (N.26.3)

Fundamental concept 71.4 68.3 78.4 73.4 79.0 86.0 80.4 80.8 85.3 94.8 93.5 89.7

Stimulates search for meaning 60.8 63.0 53.6 58.5 75.4 83.7 91.3 80.6 55.8 45.5 71.5 58.3

Assists in Career search 30.4 16.0 32 7 28.4 12.8 2.3 21.7 12.5 6.2 7.2 15 6 9.2

Topic is easy 12.3 11.0 17.1 13.9 9.3 4.7 10.9 8.7 4.7 10.9 11.7 8.1

Helps integrate ideas 69.8 78.1 71.1 71.8 67.8 59.5 80.5 70.0 64.8 75.9 84.4 73.0

Topic Is enjoyable 50.8 58 5 51 3 52 6 63.5 62.8 69.6 64.7 47.8 34.6 58.5 48.0

Top4c encourages investigation 80.1 76.6 74.5 77.3 72.1 69.8 89.1 75.4 74.2 64..8 78.3 72 2

Topic interrelates fundamental principles 87.8 64 5 66.5 66.7 59.8 67.5 68.9 63.4 64.3 64.2 69.7 65.9

Topic useful In soNing problems on 0 59.1 57.6 70.6 63.2 27.5 14.3 28.3 25.0 24.2 25.9 35.5 27.9

Topic is important example of inquiry
in held 55.5 58.2 53 5 55 3 70.1 67 5 69 5 69 4 77.2 72.7 76.7 76 1

6131

Table F.6(GE)-Confinved

Response percentage (Infkiential)

Sodology Psychology Biokny

0
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

Influence (n.60) (r).21) (n.60) (N.141) (n.75) (n.38) (n-67) (N.180) in.1051 (n.45) (ri4,85) (N.215)

Fundamental o' leapt 95.0 100.0 93.4 95.0 100.0 100.0 92 6 97.2 94.3 97.8 98.9 95.8

Stimulates Winch for meaning 60.0 57.1 73.4 65.2 58.6 57.9 65.7 61.1 36.5 44.4 49.2 42.1

Assists In Cato( search 23.4 23.8 33.4 27.6 26.6 28.9 40.3 32.2 14.4 31.1 26.2 21 5

Topic is easy 6.7 14 3 23.7 15.0 6.7 5.3 11.9 8 4 8.7 20.0 10.7 10.7

Helps Integrate Ideas 76.3 71.4 88.1 80.6 74.7 71.1 55 2 66.7 62.5 80.0 70.8 68.7

Topic la enjoyable 63.4 52 3 75 0 66.7 60 0 55 2 56 7 57 8 38.1 53.3 53.9 48 0

Topic encourages Investigation 78 4 61.9 76.7 75 2 66 7 65.8 73 2 66 9 56.2 66.6 63.1 60.5

Topic interrelatet fundamental pdnovies 83.4 76.2 73 3 78.1 66.7 73 7 56 8 64.4 67.3 77.8 70.7 70.5

Topic useful In soNing problems on Job 43 3 38 1 65.0 51.8 571 44.8 68 2 58.7 30.5 4.+.9 52.3 44.9

Topic Is IrAportant exarrples of Inquiry
in field 75 0 85 7 81.7 79 5 80 0 89.5 67 2 77 2 68.2 84.5 73 9 73.5

682 7,2/90s



Table F.8(GE)-Conlinued

Response percentage (influenhal)

Malbernatica Fine Arts Language

Comp
T U

LA 2 yr. Total
V

Comp
W
LA

X
2 yr. Total

Am
Comp

BB
LA

CC
2 yr. Total

Infktence (n-126) (n-58) (n-120) (M-304) (n-109) (n-33) (n-63) (N-205) (n-91) (n-43) (n.36) (N-172)

Fundamental concept 87.0 100.0 94.0 92.3 90.9 97.0 90.3 91.7 70.9 68.8 76.3 71.1

Stimulates scant tor meaning 6.8 12.3 14.4 10.8 90.9 50.0 61.3 50.7 31.3 35.69 26.9 31.8

Malts In career seanch 37.4 2.8.1 39.0 36 2 9.2 16.2 18.0 13.3 28.8 33.3 34.3 31.2

Toplc le easy 8.9 12.3 11.6 10.7 16.6 9.1 21.3 16.7 21.5 28.2 36.8 28.9

Helps Integrate ideas 54.1 70.2 65.2 61.6 61.4 72.7 75.4 67.5 56.8 67.9 65.6 60.2

Topic Is efloyabls 21.1 43.8 24.6 2e.6 58.8 69.7 73.8 64.1 64.2 64.1 71.0 65.6

Toc4c encouragea Investigation 45.5 47.3 41.8 44.4 71.6 72.7 60.4 74 4 51.6 50.0 57.9 52.6

Topic Inlerrolate fundamenlal prindples 72.4 71.9 76.3 73.8 63.3 69.7 75.4 67 9 51.3 63.1 55.3 55.2

Topic useful In soNIng problems on job 82.1 91.2 90.7 67.3 22.9 36.4 32.8 28.0 45.6 41.0 39.5 42.9

To* Is Irnivrtant commie ol Inquiry
In field 62.6 61.4 63.6 62.7 60.5 76.6 54.1 61.6 27.9 31.6 42.2 32 2

1683 7/2790

Table F.6(P)

Specific lnAiences on Selecting Course Content (by College Type Within Fields)

Respon percentage (Influential)

Ed. Psychology Nursing Business

Influence

DO
Comp
(n-29)

EE FF'
LA 2 yr.

(n-15) (r).4)
Total

(M448)

03
Comp
(n-26)

HH' Ii
LA 2 yr.

(n-10) (1-32)
Total

(N.68)

JJ
Comp
(1-30)

KK' LL
LA 2 yr.

(1-14) (n-47)
Total

(N4.91)

Flindamental concePt 93.1 100.0 95.9 .00.0 90.6 95.5 69.7 3J.0 27 8

Stimulates search for meaNng 34.5 33.3 37.5 28.9 26.1 31.3 24.1 38.3 ;14.4

MAO) In citrate search 75.8 60 0 77.1 56.0 59.1 65.5 60.8 74.4

To* le easy 6.9 0.0 6.3 7 7 5 16.0 24.1 25.5 22.3

Helps Integrate Was 93.1 00.3 89.6 73.1 65.6 70.2 82.7 72.3 76.6

Topic Is enjoyable 39.3 60.0 51.1 34.6 34.4 34.3 41.3 56 5 53.9

Topic encourages Investigation 72.4 53.4 68.6 69.2 62.0 67.2 68.9 70.2 66.9

Topic Interrelates fundamental principkts 75.8 73.3 73 0 73.1 65.7 67.2 62.0 63.8 64 4

Topic useful In soNIng problems on lob 86.2 66.8 85.4 84.6 93.7 91.1 02.6 68.1 76.7

Topic Is Important exanvle of Inqu!ry
in field 69.0 46 8 64 6 76.9 61.3 697 "I . 63.9 58 9

Ellrrinsted fIrri conewtson due lo navel simple size.

It114 7/21/90



Tat* F.7(GE)

Ml 'Ilona's of ST .tgeound and Betels )17 Course) Planrang (by College Type 1,411hin Fields)

Response percentage (Influential)

ComposiUcn Literature History

A
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

Infkience (ri.1?3) 1n.82) (n-155) (N.415) (r).121) (n-43) (n-46) V.210) (N.129) (n-55) (n.77) (N.283)

My educational putpose 67.8 89.0 89.8 88.7 08.3 81.4 89.1 87.0 82.2 81.8 82,3 82.1

My religious besets 11.2 19.5 10 9 12.8 16.7 25 6 8.7 18.13 17.8 18.2 13.9 18.7

M), beliefs about teaching 77.3 78.1 74.1 76.2 68.9 54.7 73.9 67.2 64.1 53.7 78.2 66.2

My political bellefs 4.0 7.3 3.9 4.8 5.9 7.0 8.9 6.7 11.7 10.9 18.4 12.9

TeacNng experience 95.5 100.0 97.4 97.1 92.5 93.0 91.3 92.3 89.0 78.3 92.3 87.4

FO(M31 education courses 28.4 23.9 28.5 25.4 23.3 11.8 33.3 23.1 18.7 1L : 34.2 22.8

instnictional workshop 39.5 40.2 36.8 30.8 21.7 20.9 28.9 23.1 12.5 14.5 28.8 17.2

Practitioner experience 85.8 86.3 90.9 87.8 83.5 80.9 84.4 83.2 79.8 87.3 81.9 82.0

Ww I was taught 11 8 15.9 9.8 11.8 16.8 19.1 32.8 20.7 26.8 25.9 40.5 30.8

Scholarly preparation 57.9 64.2 60.8 80.1 71.7 69.8 86.9 74.6 76.8 81.8 81.0 79.0

Practitioner pfeparation 64.8 72.6 71.0 68.6 59.6 59 5 68.9 61.7 54.7 66.7 74.1 63.1

1501. 1/21/90

Tabiu F 7(GE)-Continued

Response percentage (Influential)

Socio logy Psychology Biology

0
Irttuence

Comp
(n40)

LA
(n-21;

2 yr.
(n..601

Total
(A4.141)

Comp
(n.75)

LA
(n.38)

2 yr.
(n.67)

Total
(N.180)

Comp
(n-105)

LA
(n-45)

2 yr.
(n..65)

Total
(N.215)

My educational purpose 93.2 85.0 58.7 89 2 90.7 84.2 91.0 89.4 71.4 73.3 00.0 74.5
My religious beliefs 18.7 35.0 11.7 17.2 13.3 10.5 10.5 11.7 15.2 17.8 13.9 15.3

My beliefs about teaching 88.3 70.0 81.1 74.1 71 6 67.5 77.8 73.0 52.3 88.6 55.4 58.3
My pAticai beliefs 18.7 15.0 16.6 17.2 5.3 10.8 7.5 7.3 2.9 4.4 4.8 3.7
Teaching experience 95.1 85.5 88.4 90.7 89.3 92.1 94.0 gt 7 77 R 95.6 93.9 86.5
Formai °Wootton mursee 32.2 35.0 45.0 38.1 33.4 34.2 50.8 40.0 31.5 31.1 28.4 33.5
instrxtional work&lops 31.8 50.0 41.7 38.8 29.7 23.7 40.3 32.4 27.1 28.9 35.4 30.0
PractItiocer eiipsdence 73 3 70.0 78.7 74.3 09.3 60.5 71.8 68.4 70.5 82.3 88.1 71.7
NW, I wee taught 8.3 15.0 25.0 18.4 9.3 21.1 22.4 16.7 18.2 13.3 29.e 19,5
Schola4y preparnbun 80.0 70.0 81.4 80.0 89.3 61.5 64.1 70.0 78.2 75.6 68.2 73 0
Practrtbner 7roparation 66.7 65.0 85.0 85.7 50.0 47 4 08.8 58.4 58.1 52.2 55.4 58 1

2S3 i5A211 7/27/90



Table F.7(GE)-Confinued

nesponse percentage (Influential)

Mathematics Fine Arts

T U V W X
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

(N.304) (n-109) (n..33) (n.63) (N-205)Infitience (n-128) (n-58) (n-120)

My educational purpose 87.5 61.0 74.8

My religious Wets 6.8 1.7 7.8

My balls about teaching 81.9 61.4 87.3

My political belefs 0.8 0.0 1.7

Teaching experience 85.8 84.2 94.1

Formai education courses 32.0 27.6 31.1

instructional workshops 24.8 26.3 32.8

Practitioner experience 68.0 61.4 70.8

Way I was tauglt 23.8 25.9 25.2

Stholany preparation 70.6 60.3 63.9

Practitioner preparation 53.6 45.6 54 8

72.9 88.3 81.8 82.5 84.5

7.0 13.8 21.2 14.3 15.1

83.9 62.4 72.7 67.8 65.7

1.0 1.8 3.0 1.8 2.0

88.7 90.8 78.8 90.5 88.8

30.8 31.! 21.2 57.4 37.7

28.3 19.4 21.2 41.3 26.5

67.8 88.8 81.8 80.6 85.0

24.8 15.9 15.2 19.4 16.8

68.0 73.2 84.9 79.9 76.8

52.5 79.4 78.1 77.7 78.7

Table F.7(P)

Influence of Bacivround and Beiels on Course Planning (by College Type Wthin Relds)

Influence

Ed. Psychology

DO
Comp
(n.29)

EE FF.
LA 2 yr.

(n-15) (n.4)

My educational purpose 96.6 93.3

My religious beliefs 13.8 20.0

My beliefs about teaching 82.8 88.7

My political beliefs 8.8 8.7

Teaching experience 89.7 80.0

Formal education courses 68.9 53 3

instructional workshops 41.3 40 0

Practitioner experience 98.5 100 0

Way I was taught 8.8 0 0

ScholallY preParation 79 3 60 0

Practitioner preparation 89.7 66 6

Response percentage (Influential)

Nursing

03 Hhe II
Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

(N.48)

95.8

18.7

85.5

8.3

87.5

64.8

43.8

93.8

6.3

70.8

79.2

(n.26) (n.10) (n.32) (N.68)

92.3 71.0 81.8

3.8 9.7 10.8

88.5 64.5 75.7

3.8 3.2 3.0

92.3 74 2 84.8

69.3 67.8 68.2

84.6 54.8 68.2

100.0 96.8 97 0

15.4 9.7 12.1

80.8 74.2 77.2

92.3 90.3 90.9

Language

AA
Comp

BB
LA

GC
2 yr. Total

(n .91) (n.43) (n.38) (N*172)

84.4 88.3 81.8 84.8

9.9 20.9 5.3 11.7

74.4 78.6 71.0 74.7

2.2 7.0 5.3 4.1

98.7 97.7 97.3 97.1

34.1 44.2 34.3 36.8

54.5 48.9 42.1 50.3

68.7 95.4 86.8 90.0

21.1 9.3 18.4 17.5

56.1 65.1 68.4 61.0

73.5 73.9 83.7 75.9

1513341 7/27/90

Business

Kle LL
Comp LA 2 yr. Total
(rt.30) (n.14) (n.47) (N.91)

76.7 78.8 77.0

13.3 8.5 14.3

66.7 74.4 69.2

3.3 8.4 7.7

83.4 78.7 8; 3

60.0 88.1 81.8

43.3 55.3 47.3

83 3 91.5 88.8

20.0 13.0 14.5

60.0 55.3 59 4

80.0 80.9 79.2

Elninated horn conparlson due to small sample sue.

2( i5BAa 7/27/90



Tabio F.8(GE)

Beliefs About Education (by College Type WOW Fields)

Response percentage (Like my betel)

Composition

A
Comp

B
LA

Purpose of Education (n178) (n-82)

Social change 54.8 53.1

Effective thinking 74.4 95.1

Systematic Instniction 51.5 52.5

Vocational development 32.4 16.9

Detemined by mission
and resource constraints 15.6 6.1

Personal enrichment 52.8 43.8

Learn great ideas of humanity 35.8 30.2

Ciadly vakies and acheve cornrritment 67.1 68.3

Table F.8(GE) -Continued

Comp LA

Literature History

C 0 E F H
2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

(n.155) (N.415) (n.121) (n-43) (n-46) (N-210) (n.129) (n.55) (n.77) (N.263)

52.2 53.8 49.6 40.5 85.2 51.2 80.6 41.8 76.7 61.4

93.5 94.2 84.1 83.7 100.0 87.5 95.4 98.4 89.8 93.8

61.9 55.6 42.5 34.8 58.5 43.5 41.1 58.4 59.8 50.0

36.8 30.8 10.0 9.3 23.9 12.9 8.6 10.9 30.4 17.3

15.5 13.7 11.0 9.5 17.4 12.1 7.8 12.7 16.9 11.6

47.1 50.9 46.7 41.9 58.7 48.3 23.0 24.1 31.2 25.7

29.7 34.4 69.2 60.5 93.5 72.7 64.9 61.8 74.1 86.9

60.7 64.9 79.3 81.4 8 7.0 76.5 68.4 65.4 71.5 67.6

1001 7127/90

Response percentage (Like my belief)

Sociology Psychology Biology

0
2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. TotalPurpose of Education (n.60) (r.21) (n.60) (11-141) (n.75) (n.38) (n-67) (11-180) (n-105)

Social theme 45.0 85.7 79.8 78.5 68.0 70.3 82.1 73.8 43.1

Eflective thinking 93.3 85.7 98.8 93.6 82.7 88.8 83.8 83.9 90.2
Systematic Instruction 49.2 42.8 59.4 52.5 60.0 39.4 55.2 53.9 49.0
Vocational development 13.3 20.0 25.5 19.4 22.7 23.7 23.9 23.3 18.6

Datennined by mission
and rettOurCe constraints 10.0 14.3 10.2 10.7 10.9 2.8 18.4 11.3 12.8

Personal enrichment 45.8 19.0 49 2 43.2 41.3 31.5 53.7 43.9 12.8

Leam great Ideas of humanity 55.0 71.4 52.5 56.4 50.8 55.2 82.7 58.1 51.9
Clarify vakies and achieve convnitment 60.0 81.9 58.7 59.7 58.7 42.1 64.2 57.2 48.0Islil

(n-45) (11-65) (n.215)

48.7 46.4 45.5

95.6 90.5 91.4

46.7 55.4 50.5

24.5 29.1 23.0

15.5 12.5 13.2

28.9 15.6 17.1

46.7 50.0 50.2

68.8 47.6 50.9

2 ci 5
1042 7/27/90



Table F.8(GE)-Confinued

Response percentage (Like my belief)

Mathematics

Comp LA 2 yr. Total
(n-120) (n.304)Purpose of Education (n.126) (n.58)

Social change 20.8 14.0

Effective thinking 92.8 98.6

Systematic instruction 59.5 56.9

Vocational development 44.5 39.7

Determined by mission
and resource constraints 11.3 10.3

Personal endchmeni 10.3 10.8

Learn great Ideas of humanity 37.3 44.8

Clarify values and achieve oommitment 31.2 43.8

28.8 22.8

92.5 93.4

67.2 62 1

55.8 48.0

12.8 11.8

12.8 11.3

40.3 39.8

33.4 34.5

Fine Ana Language

V
Comp

W
LA

X
2 yr. Total

AA
Comp

BB
LA

CC
2 yr. Total

(n-109) (n.33) (n.63) (n.205) (n-91) (n-43) (n-38) (n-172)

48.8 27.3 68.7 49.5 56.7 58.2 58.7 57.0

81.3 90.9 87.1 84.8 81.1 83.7 88.4 82.9

51.8 51.5 59.0 54.0 70.0 79.1 88.5 75.9

21.3 21.2 21.3 21.2 24.5 34.9 32.4 27.8

7.4 12.2 11.7 9.5 23.8 14.0 24.3 21.3

50.0 45.3 58.7 51.3 28.9 30.3 37.8 31 2

68.7 78.8 65.8 68.3 28.1 28.8 33.3 28.3

65.8 81.9 65.8 68.3 52.8 60.5 54.0 55.0

083 1117190

Table F 8(P)

&pieta About Education (by College Type Within Re ids)

Response percentage (Like my belief)

Ed. Psychology

Purpose of Education

DD
Comp
(n-29)

EE
LA

(n.15)

Social change 69.0 32.8

Effective tNnkIng 89.7 78.6

Systematic Instruction 69.0 85.7

Vocational development 44.8 57.2

Determined by ntsslon
anzl resource constraints 10.3 14.3

Personal enricilment 34.5 21 4

Loam greet Webs of humanity 44.8 35.7

Clartfy vaktes and achieve commitment 69.0 57.2

FF.
2 yr. Total
(n.4) (4.48)

Nursing Business

78.8

07.2

74 5

48.9

36.1

38.1

42.5

66.0

CG
Comp

NH*
LA

II
2 yr. Total

.1.1

Comp
KW

LA
LL

2 yr. Total
(n-28) (0.10) (n-32) (N-68) (f*30) (n.14) (n.47) (N-91)

72.0 65.8 89.8 88.8 68.0 69.3

92.0 93.8 92.4 90.0 78.7 84.6

80.8 84.4 82.1 63.3 55.3 58.3

81.5 81.3 68.7 70.0 82.9 70.4

7.8 18.4 13.7 13.3 21.3 18.7

34.8 43.8 41.8 33.4 38.3 34 1

42.3 43.8 44 8 40.0 34.8 42.

88.5 75.0 80.6 50.0 58.7 57 8

Eininated from convention due to small sample size.

10414 7/17/90



Table F.9(GE)

Preferred Educational Betel (by Co liege Type Witnin Fields)

Preferred 13e1et

Response percentage (First choice)

Composition Literature History

A B C 0 E F G H
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

(n-178) (n-82) (n-155) (N-415) (n021) (N43) (n.46) (N.210) (n.12P4 3-55) (n-77) (N-263)

Scdal cb sage

Effective thinking

Systematic Instruction

Vocational development

Determined by inIsskxi
and resource constraints

Personal enrichment

Learn great ideas of humanity

Clarity Mies and achieve commitment

12.1 7.8 4.9 8,5 14.0 8.3 12.8 12.6 15.8 7.8 23.7 16.1

63.7 70.1 66.9 66.2 46.7 55.6 46.2 48.4 63.2 72.5 49.2 61.8

4.5 3.9 9.2 6.1 1.9 0.0 2.8 1.6 1.8 0.0 1.7 1.3

1.3 0.0 6.3 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 5 1 1.8

0.6 0.0 0.7 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0

5.7 1.3 1.4 3.2 1.9 0.0 10.3 3.3 0.9 2.0 3.4 1.8

3.8 3.9 0.7 2.7 11.2 13.9 15.4 12 6 12.3 3.9 8.5 9.4

8.3 11.0 9.9 9.8 24.3 22.2 12.8 21.4 5 3 13.? 8.5 8.0

1,131 7/27/90

Table F.9(GE)-Continued

Preferred Belief

Response percemage (First choice)

Sociology Psychology Biology

Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total
(n-80) (n.21) (n-60) (N-141) (n-75) (n-38) (n-87) (N-180) (n-105) (rt.45) (n-65) (N-215)

Social change 20.8 43.8 37.7 31.1 15.9 16.7 37.1 24.0 15.1 9.5 20.7 1f. 5

Effective thinking 56.6 31.3 45.3 48.4 52.2 61.1 37.1 48.5 68.8 71.4 67.2 68.4

Systematic Instruction 0.0 6.3 0.0 0.8 7.2 2.8 4.8 5.4 4.3 2.4 8.9 4.7

Vocational development 1.9 0.0 1.9 1.ff 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.8 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.5

Deiemilned by mission
and resource constraints 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 9 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0

Personal enrichment 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.8 8.'1 6.3 14.5 10.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 C

Loam great kleas of humanity 7.5 6.3 5.7 6.0 7.2 5.6 1.6 4.8 6.5 4.8 1.7 4.7

Clarffy vakies and achieve commitment 11.3 12.5 9.4 10.7 5 8 5 6 3.2 4.8 5.4 11.9 1.7 5 7

1102 7/17/90
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Tat*, F 9(GE)-Continued

Prefenad Rale(

Response percentage (First choice)

Mathematics Fine Arts Language

V W X AA BB CC

Comp LA 2 yr. Total Cornp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total
(n.128) (n.Z8) (n-120) (N.304) (n.I09) n.33) (n.E13) (N-205) (n-91) (n.43) (n.38) (A1.172)

Social change

EttectIve thinking

Systematic Instruclion

V0021101111 development

Determined by rrisaion
and resource constraints

Personal ennchment

Learn great Ideas of humanity

Ciartly ialUell an achieve comiritment

4.9 5.7 4.5 4.9 7.2 3.1 12.5 8.1 12.9 37.5 22 9 21 3

74.8 81.1 69.6 74.0 45.4 58.3 55.4 50.3 40.0 25.0 37.1 35.6

6.5 7.5 12.5 9 3 8.2 9.4 7.1 8.1 24.7 15.0 22.9 21.9

4.1 1.9 7.1 4.9 3.1 0.0 3.6 2.7 1.2 7.5 0.0 2.5

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.7 0.0 2.9 3 1

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.3 3.1 1.8 6.5 4.7 2.5 2.9 3 8

5.7 3.8 2.7 4.2 14.4 6.3 14.3 13.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.8

4 1 0.0 3.8 3.1 11.3 21.9 5.4 11 4 10.6 12.5 11.4 11.3

,13 71290

Table F.9(P)

Preferred Educational Belief (by College T) pe Within Fields)

Ed Psychology

Response percentage (First choice)

Nursing Business

DD EE FF CG H11. II JJ KK LL
Coinp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

Preferred Belef (n.29) (n-15) (n.4) ;N-48) (n-26) (n-10) (n.32) (N.68) (n.30) In-141 (n-47) (N-91)

Social change 28.9 15.4 25.6 4.3 3.6 5.1 11 5 20.5 19.3

Effective thinking 48.2 46.2 41.9 52 2 57.1 55.9 57.7 40.9 48 2

Systematic instruction 7.7 30 8 14 0 13.0 21.4 16.9 0.0 9.1 4 8

Vocational development 0.0 0 0 2.3 13.0 10.7 10.2 15.4 15.9 14.5

Detemined by mission
and resource constraints 0.0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Personal enrichment 3.6 0 0 2.3 0.0 3.6 3 4 0 0 2.3 2.4

Leam great Ideu of humanity 0.0 7 7 47 4.3 0 0 1 7 0.0 0 0 0.0

Clartfy vakies snd achieve commitment 15 4 0.0 9.3 13.0 3.6 6 8 15 4 11.4 10 8

Ekmated from corrpanson due to cmall fitImple size.

,1.1.1 1/27/90



Table F.10(GE)

Characteristics of Introductory Courses (hy College Type 1/41thin Fields)

Response percentage

Composition Literature History

A
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total
(r).178) (n-82) (n.155) (N-415) (n..121) (n-43) (n-46) (N-210)

UNt otlettm course
Single-field department 83.2 74 4 66.5 70.4 86.8 83.7 56.5 79.5

Table F 10(GE)Continued

Response percentage

Sodology Psycholouy

i4
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total
(n.60) (n.21) (n.60) (N-141) (n..75) (n-38) (n.67) (N-180) (n-105) (n-45) (n-65) (N0215)

(n.129) (n-55) (n-77) (N0263)

79.1 60.0 39.3 63.1

36 1 c 7r27100

Biology

Comp LA 2 yr. Total

UNt otledrv course
Single-field department 70.0 52.4 28.3 49.6 82.7 84 2 41.8 67.8 88.6 68.9 61.6

3112c 7,71413
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Table F.10(GE)Confinued

Response percentage

Mathematics Fine Arts Language

S T U V W X AA BB CC
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total
(n.126) (n.68) (a.120) (N.304) (n.109) (n-33) (n-63) (N-205) (ti.91) (n.43) (n.38) (N-172)

Unit offering course
Single-field department 91.3 75.9 65.0 77.9 86.3 63.6 53.9 72.6 90.1 60 5 55.3 75 0

303c 72790

Table F.10(P)

Characteristics of Introductory Courses (try College Type Within Fields.)

Response percentage

Ed Psychology Nursing Business

DO EE FF. 03 HI-I. II JJ KK LL
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total
(n-29) (n.15) (n-4) (N-48) (n.26) (n.10) (n.32) (N.68) (n-30) (n.14) (n.47) (N-91)

UNt offering course
Sing le-fleld department 72.4 93 4 75.0 80 8 90 6 68 1 46 7 59 6 58 2

Eliminated from comparison due to small sample slze.

" 384c iq79i



Table F.11(GE)

Perceived Charecterisecs of Sponsohng Programs (by College Type WIthin Fields)

ChanicteristiC

Composition

A
Comp

(n.178)
LA

(n.82)
2 yr.

(n.155)
Total

(N-415)

Teaching a Maio( pal 88.1 93.9 92.1 S0.7

Research a major goal 18.8 17 0 12.0 14.9

Students should learn concepts 79.9 86.5 89.5 84.8

Students should apply concerAs 88.8 87.8 93.5 90.2

Courses tightly CoOrdlnated 47.4 35.3 68.4 52.1

Students programs largely prescribed 54.8 53.1 86.4 58.7

MISSIOn is distinctive 54.1 64.2 65.5 60.4

Mission Is understood by faculty 60.7 78 0 78.0 70.7

Courses are interrelated 53.4 63 4 64.4 59 4

Table F 11(GE)-Continued

Sociology

Comp LA 2 yr. Total
Characteristic (n.60) (n.21) (n.60) (1.1.141)

Teaching a major goal 91.4 100.0 93.3 93.5

Research a mato( goal 22.4 9.5 10.2 15.2

Students should learn concepts 93.1 85.7 83.4 87.8

Students should apply concepts 79.0 85.7 71.7 78 8

Courses tightly coordinated 33.3 40.0 40.8 37.5

Students programs largely proscribed 35.7 35.0 50.8 42.2

Mission Is distinctive 53.7 45.0 48.3 50 0

Mission is understood by faculty 74.7 55 0 72.5 70.4

Courses are Interrelated 61 4 61 9 48 3 55.9

Response percentage (True of my program)

Literature History

Comp LA 2 yr. Total Corry LA 2 yr. Tot,1
(n.121) (n.43) (n.48) (N.210) (n.129) (n.55) (n.77) (N.263)

85.7 92,8 93.0 88,7 85.8 98.3 94.8 90.7

34.4 18.3 7.0 24.9 44.9 18.3 8.4 27.3

88.3 88.4 88.6 88.4 82.7 89 1 50.0 85.7

79.8 90.7 86.3 83.5 38.8 62.7 48.0 72.3

45.4 67.5 41.9 49.3 30.5 81.8 48.7 42.5

51 3 58 1 53.5 53.2 35.1 48.1 49.4 42.1

61.3 68.2 65.2 63.6 35.9 81.1 57.7 52.7

68.3 83.4 79.5 73.7 61.9 71.7 73.1 67.3

47.1 62.8 21 4 50.5 37.0 66.0 48.1 4F 3

6E41 117,90

Response percentage (True of my program)

Psychology Biology

a
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total
(n.75) (n.38)

94.6 97.4

26.7 29.0

94.7 89.5

81.4 73.7

26.0 34.2

45.3 31.8

50.0 40.5

64.0 67.5

54.7 57 9

(n.67) (N.180) (n.105) (n.45) (n=65) (N.205)

97.0 98.1 78.9 100.0 93.9 87.9

4.5 18.9 35.5 17.7 3.0 21 9

88.0 91.1 89.5 95.4 95.4 92.5

76.1 77.8 74.2 91 1 77.0 78.8'

44.7 38.9 42.6 53.3 60.0 50.2

47.8 43.4 50.5 84.5 58.3 55.2

54.7 49.7 46.5 71 1 54.7 54 3

64 2 64 9 58.7 88.9 68.8 68.0

53.7 55_0 50.9 88.9 54.7 55 9

2 A_ 682 711,90



Table F.11(GE)-Continued

Response percentage (True of my program)

Mathematics Fine Arts Language

Comr LA 2 yr. Total
V

Comp
W
LA

X
2 yr. Total

AA
Comp

BB
LA

CC
2 yr. TotalCharectedett (n-128) (n.68) (n.120) (N-004) (n-109) (n-33) (n-63) (N-205) (n491) (n.43) (n.38) (N.172)

Teading a meior gost 82.5 98.5 94.2 89.8 91.7 93.9 93.4 92.7 91.1 95.3 94.4 92.9

Research a major goal 33.4 1.7 5.8 18.4 24.1 8.1 16.4 18.8 30.4 13.9 10.8 21.9

Student* should learn concepts 85.7 94.9 92.8 90.1 88.7 97.0 88.5 88.9 83.9 76.8 81.0 81.4

Students Should apply Concepts 82.5 89.7 09.9 88.8 76.8 90.9 83.6 81.1 86.2 93.1 85.2 88.6

Courses tightly coordinated 78.0 73.7 77.3 78.1 55.7 78.8 68.8 62.8 68.0 69.1 70.2 67.8

Student* programs largely prescribed 84.0 67.9 62.8 64.3 61.5 78.8 58.3 63.5 59.1 68.7 68.7 82.6

Mission hi distinctive 57.3 61.4 70.9 63.4 63.7 84.8 82.8 73.1 68.8 72.5 72.2 70.4

Mission Is understood by faculty 68.3 83.9 78.4 75.2 67.0 93.9 79.8 75.3 73.0 85.7 72.9 76.2

Courees are Interrelated 68.4 67.3 75.8 70.3 53.4 78.7 60.7 59.8 70.0 69.8 67.5 69.4

Gal 7,2790

Table F.11(P)

Perceived Characterisks of Sponsoring Programs (by College Type Within Fields)

Characteristic

Response percentage (True of my program)

Ed. Psychology Nursing Business

00
Comp
(n-29)

EE FF.
LA 2 yr.

(n-15) (n-4)
Total

(N-48)

GO RH'
Comp LA
(n-26) (n-10)

II
2 yr.

(n.32)
Total

(N-68)

JJ
Comp
(n-30)

KW LL
LA 2 yr.

(n14) (n-47)
Total

(N-91)

Teaching a map( pal 100.0 100.0 97.9 100.0 98.8 98.5 100.0 93.6 95.5
Research a major goal 18.5 0.0 13.0 12.0 0.0 6.0 13.7 10.7 10.0
Student* Should learn concepts 92.6 100.0 93.5 100.0 96.9 97.0 89.7 83.0 86.7
Students should ad* concepls 98.4 100.0 95.7 98.0 96.9 95.4 88.2 84.8 87.8
Courses tightly coordinated 62.9 80.0 65.2 100.0 93.8 97.0 55.2 57.5 56.6
Students programs tamely prescnbod 92.6 93.3 89.1 100.0 93.8 96.9 65.5 63.1 65.1
Mission Is distinctive 89.3 88.6 87.2 100.0 96.9 98.5 68.9 69.8 67 4
Mission le understood by faculty 89.3 93.3 09.3 98.0 96.9 96.9 79.3 72.4 75 5
Courses are Interrelated 78.8 93.3 80 8 100.0 93.8 97 0 75 8 80.9 80 0

Ehninated from comparison due to small sarnpre size.

f14 777/90



Table F.12(GE)

Perceived Characteristics of College (by College Type Within Raids)

Composition

A
Comp LA 2 yr. Total

Charactedsbc (n-178) (n-82) (n-155) (N..415)

Teaching a =Or gos1 80.7 93.9 84.3 84.7

Research a major goal 21 7 15.8 7.4 15.3

Students Should learn concepts 71.0 80.0 75.8 74.5

Students Should apply concepts 70.7 79.0 78.4 75 2

Courses tightly coOrdnated 25.1 30.4 45.1 33.8

Students' programs largely prescribed 40.3 53.1 60.2 50.4

Mission Is distinctive 45.3 59.5 61.1 54.0

Mission is understood by faculty 43.0 64.2 64.5 55 3

Courses are interrelated 30.0 33.3 34.0 28.4

Programs are Interrelated 19.8 27 2 30.7 25 4

Table F.12(GE)-Continued

Sodology

Comp LA 2 yr Total
Charactenstic (n.40) (n-21) (n-60) (N.141)

Teadang a major goal 79.3 100.0 90 0 87.0

Research a malor goal 22.4 9.5 8.7 13.6

StudentS should learn concepts 78.8 76 2 75.9 78.3

Students should appty concepts 49.0 52.3 62.7 55.8

Courses tightty coordinated 17.2 25 0 33 9 25 5

Students programs largely proscribed 32.1 60.0 55.1 46.3

Mission is distinctive 40.8 60 0 45.7 45.9

Mission Is understood by faculty 43.1 40 0 62.7 51.1

Courses aro IW,Telated 20.8 23 8 27 5 24.1

Programs are Interrelated 19 0 14 3 25 8 21 2

Response perventage (True of my college)

Literature History

Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total
(n-121) (n..43) (o..46) (N.210) (n..129) (n4.55) (n.77) (N.283)

73.5 93.1 70.1 77.0 79.8 94.8 89.9 85.9

38.4 14.0 4.5 25.0 40.8 10.9 3.8 23.3

78.7 79.0 64.5 74.8 87.4 81.8 70.8 71.4

71.5 72.1 68.9 71.0 58.8 70.9 77.7 60.0

31.7 48.5 22.7 32.9 18.1 38.2 26.9 25.0

47.9 51.1 53.5 49.8 37.8 45.4 47.4 42.3

60.5 63.4 45.5 57.8 40.8 55.8 48.7 48.3

56.7 71.4 63.6 61.2 42.0 81.5 60.2 51.5

22.5 34.9 29 5 28.8 12.7 35.8 32.1 23.3

19.8 32.6 47.8 22.8 9 0 22.7 34.8 19.7

581 7/190

Response Percentage (True of my college)

Cornp

90.5

18.9

81.1

64 8

16.1

36.5

48.5

43 3

20.5

16 3

Psychology Biology

LA
(n-38)

2 yr.
(n.67)

Total
(N-180)

Comp
(n-105)

LA
(n-45)

2 yr.
(n=65)

Total
(N415)

92.1 88.6 89.3 78.4 91.1 84.4 83.0

13.1 1.5 11.1 28.4 13.3 4.7 18.1

81.5 71.6 77.7 79.8 02.2 78.2 79.1

68.4 67.2 66.5 58.9 71.1 86 1 62.7

18.4 22.8 23.2 24.0 37.8 34.9 30.3

28.9 54.8 41.8 30.4 55.8 59.4 44.8

54 0 50.8 49.7 38.0 68.7 51.8 48.4

56.7 52.3 49.5 44 1 73.4 52.4 52.9

21 1 25.4 22.5 18.8 28.7 28.8 21.8

21 0 27 2 21.4 11 8 33.4 21.9 19 4

2 582 7/27.90



Table F.12(GE)-Continued

Characteristic

Mathematics

Comp
(n-126)

LA
(n.58)

2 yr.
(n-120)

Total
(N.304)

TeacNng a major goal 75.4 91.3 89.9 84.2

Researttla MlijOr goal 32.6 13.8 10.2 20.1

Students should learn concepts 62.1 81.1 77.6 71.8

Students should apply concepts 84.6 77.6 79.5 72.9

Courses tightly coordinated 37.9 40.4 49.8 43.0

Students' programs largely prescribed 48.4 58.1 53.0 51.8

Minion Is distinctive 42.1 64.9 64.1 55.3

WON is understood by facuNy 44.0 66.7 67.2 57.5

COurses ars interrelated 33.8 43.1 42.0 38.8

Prograrns ars interrelated 10.8 32.8 33.1 27.9

Table F.12(P)

Perreived Characteristics of College (by College Type W.thin

Ed. Psychology

DO EE FF'
Comp LA 2 yr. Total

Characterislic (n.29) (n.15) ( n..4) (N.48)

Teaching a major goal 82.2 80.0 76.8

Research a mapr goal 48.4 20.0 38.2

Students should learn concepts 82.2 100.0 87.2

Students should apply concepis 67.8 68.7 68.1

Coursas lightly coordinated 39.2 28.5 34.8

Students' programs largely prescribed 87 9 53.3 61.7

Mission Is distinctive 67 9 80 0 74.5

Weston Is understood by faculty 60.8 73 4 68.1

Courses ant Interrelated 28.8 20 0 25.5

Programs are interrelated 25.0 26 8 23.4

Response percentage (Two of my college)

Fine Arts

V
Comp

W
LA

X
2 yr. Total

AA
Comp

BB
LA

(n-109) (n43) (n-63) (N-206) (n-91) (m-43)

85.1 90.9 82.5 85.2 75.5 95.4

40.2 6.1 9 5 19.9 39.3 23.2

74.5 87.8 82.2 79.1 70.0 86.1

51.4 78.1 80.8 84.8 64.5 85.7

26.0 42.0 40.9 33.2 43.6 50.2

48.1 66.7 59.6 54.8 43.2 52.4

45.1 84.9 61.7 57.0 48.9 63.4

42.3 72.7 55.8 54.8 51.7 78.2

16.5 43.8 26.9 24.2 24.7 37.3

13.3 34.4 22.2 19.5 24.7 22.0

Language

CC
2 yr. Total

(n-38) (N.172)

88.9 83.4

15.8 30.0

71.0 74.7

71.0 71.2

47.4 46.0

51.3 47.3

63.2 55.7

50.0 57.4

21.6 27.3

31.8 25.6

563 7/27/90

Response percentage (Tfue of my college)

GG
Comp
(n.26)

96.1

30.8

88.4

92.0

40.0

52.0

76.0

84.0

36.0

'6.0

Nursing Business

1-414" II

1.A 2 yr.
(n.10) (n-32)

Total
(N-68)

JJ
Comp
(r).30)

KV LL
LA 2 yr.

(n.14) (n.47)
Total

(N.91)

90.4 94.0 93.3 85.4 91.2

0.0 38.8 20.0 8.4 9.9

75.0 79.2 86.6 80.9 83.6

68 8 78.8 76.6 71.7 75.8

61.3 49.2 36.7 48.9 44.0

60.0 57 2 58.6 65.3 58.3

87 1 89.8 70.0 63.0 66.7

90.3 87.7 56.7 61.7 64.9

54.9 49 3 46.7 66 0 57 2

38 8 27 7 40.0 47.9 45.6

Elninated from conparlson due to small sample size.

2, 4
5O4F 7/27/90



Table F.13(GE)

Perceived Autonomy of Sponsoring Program, Faculty, Students (by College Typa Within Fields)

Characteristic

Response pert Jntage (Like my program)

Composition Literature History

A
Comp

(n.178)

B
LA

(n.82)

c
2 yr.

(n.155) (N.415)
Total

D
Comp
(n-121)

E
LA

(n.43)

F
2 yr.

(n.48)
Total

(N.210)

G
Comp

(n.129)

H I

LA 2 yr.
(n.55) (n.77)

Students have wide choice of coursed 23.4 21.0 17.0 22.2 31.5 30.3 27.3 31.0 35.5 16.4 19.8

Little faculty autonoMy in choosing
course content 35.4 21.0 53.8 39.4 23.5 28.2 30.3 25.5 14.2 23.8 33.8

Content of course dciated by
hierarchical nature of field 65.3 58.0 80.3 69.4 49.8 53.5 50.0 50.5 20.4 25.5 28.4

Striae cross-program enroNments 24.2 41.3 28.3 29.1 25.2 44.2 27.9 29.8 29.9 45.2 27.8

Many curricular decisions are made at
level broader than program 22.8 23.8 29.8 25.4 22.7 17.0 38.6 25.0 26.8 37.0 32.9

Table F.13(GE)-Continued

Response percentage (Like my program)

Sociology Psychology Biology

0
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr.

Characteristic (n.60) (n-21) (n40) (N-141) (n-75) (n48) (n87) (N.180) (n-105) (n.45) (n.65)

Students have wide choice of courses 45.0 28.8 28.4 35.4 51.3 18.2 43.3 41.0 23.9 24.4 18.8

Little facuNy autonomy In choosing
course content 18.8 14.3 26.7 20.8 20.5 13.5 40.3 26.5 34.8 20.0 37.5

Content of course dictated by
hierarchical nature of field 20.0 47.6 31.2 29.3 52.7 54.0 38.8 47.8 52.2 60.0 48.5

Stress mu-program enrollments 39.0 52.3 28.8 38.7 31.1 45.1 28.4 33.1 45.7 66.7 31.3

Marty curricular decisions are made at
level broadOr than program 22.0 23 8 28.4 25 0 20.3 8.1 33.3 22.8 21.0 26.7 17.5

Total
(N.263)

26.7

22.0

23.2

32.4

30.8

7E11 7'27190

Total
(N.215)

22.4

32.4

52.8

45.7

21.1

215 182 71274"0



Table F.13(GE)---Cortritiued

Response percentage (Like my program)

Mathematics Fine Arts Language

S T U V W X AA 138 CC
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

Characteristic (n.126) (n.C3) (0.120) (N-304) (0.109) (0.33) (n.63) (N-205) (n.91) (n.43) (0-38) (N-172)

Students have wide choice of courses 16.9 12.0 21.7 17.9 13.7 18.2 38.8 30.1 18.9 21.0 24.3 20.6

Utile faculty autonomy In Ch0011ing
MUM content 68.6 46.6 73.1 66.1 23.2 21.2 17.8 21 2 45.5 41.9 24.3 40.0

Content of course dictated by
hierarchical nature of field 96.0 84.5 92.5 92.4 55.6 54.6 .)9.4 50.5 85.7 81.4 89.2 85.3

Stress cross-program enrONMents 37.3 53.5 37.5 40.5 24.8 48.5 42.0 34.0 37.8 39.5 16.2 33.5

Many curricular decisions we made al
level broader than program 20.8 20.6 28.3 23.8 24 0 21.3 24.6 23.7 14.6 28 0 27 0 20 7

Table F.13(P)

Pensoved Autonomy of Sponsonng Pram. Facufty. and Students (by Coltege Type Aithin Fiekfs)

'0.1 7 2'90

Response percentage (Like my program)

Ed Psychology Nursing Business

DD EE FF JJ KK LL
Cornr LA 2 yr Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

Characteristic (0.15) (0-4) (N-48) (0-26) (0-10) (0-32) (N.68) (r'.30) (n.14) (n.47) (N.91)

Students have wide choice of courses 8.9 6 7 10.5 11 5 3.1 7.5 30.0 40.4 34 1

UMe faculty autonomy In choosing
COUrs0 content 13 7 20 0 16.7 53.8 64.5 59.1 34.5 29.7 30 0

Content of course dictated by
hierarchiCal nature of l' ski 82.8 86 7 81 3 96.2 93.8 95 5 65.5 61.7 65 5

Stress Cross-program enrollments 41.3 66.6 45.9 53 9 63.2 59.7 51.7 61.7 56 6

Many curriailar decisions are made at
level broader than program 241 13.4 22.5 23 0 15 6 17 9 21 5 25 5 21 3

EAminaled from comparison due to small sample size.

6 754 5190



Table F.14(GE)

Influences of College and Program Goals on Course Planning (by College Type Within Fields)

Influence

Composition

A
Comp

(n.178)
LA

(n-82)
2 yr. Total

(nv155) (N.415)

College goals 27.8 42.7 42.5 38.3

R ogram goals 65.2 59.7 78.5 89.0

Program contribution to college 73.5 80.5 72.6 74.5

Program prescription 47.7 41.9 63.4 52.4

Content Interrelatedness 48.8 45.0 42.5 45.6

Student requirements later 67.8 65.8 72.6 69.1

Table F.14(GE)-Confinued

Soaology

Cornp LA 2 yr. Total
Influence (n-60) (n-21) (n.60) (N.141)

College goals 33.9 28.6 23.3 28.5

Program goals 81.0 57.1 41.6 52.2

Program contributlen to college 56.0 61.9 53.4 55.7

Program prescription 13.8 33.3 40.0 27.8

Content interrelatedness 28.8 47.6 38.3 35.7

Student requirements later 53.5 50.0 58.3 55.0

Response percentage (Influential)

Literature History

Comp LA 2 yr. Total
(-121) (r).43) (n46) (N-210)

38.4 55.9 36.9 40.5

62.0 78.7 85.2 65.7

69.4 62.8 69.6 68.1

32.5 34.9 39.2 34.4

29.0 30.2 34.7 30.5

43.4 51.1 48.7 45.7

Comp LA 2 yr. Total
(11.129) (n.55) (n.77) (N-263)

35.6 45.5 40.5 39.2

52.8 59.3 60.7 58.4

62.5 72.8 64.6 65.8

15.8 38.9 50.8 31.2

21.9 40.7 37.9 30.7

28.7 33.4 57.0 38.2

581 7,2790

Response percentage (Influential)

Psychology Biology

0
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total(n.75) (11.38) (n-437) (N-180)

26.7 44.7 26.9 30.5

54.7 63.1 49.2 54.4

45.4 47.3 53.7 48.9

28.0 26.3 43.2 33.3

26.7 28.3 38.8 31 2

54_7 43.2 53.7 51.9

(n.105) (n.45) (n-65) (N415)

24.1 53.3 27.7 31.3

55.8 71.1 57.0 59.4

55.3 64.4 63.1 59.8

35.0 37.8 47.7 39.4

28.8 31.1 43.0 33.7

49.1 44.4 59.4 51 2

297
15182 7 27,90



Table F. 14fGE)-Condnued

Response percentage (Influential)

M ad hematSce Fine Ads Language

Comp LA 2 yr. Total
V

Corry
W

LA
X

2 yr. Total
AA

Comp
BB
LA

CC
2 yr. Total

Influence (n.128) (n.68) (n.120) (N.304) (n.109) (n43) (n-033) (N-205) (n-91) (n-43) (n-38) ;N.172)

College goals 29.9 34.5 38.4 34.1 35.8 53.1 38.5 38.7 28.6 41.9 38.8 33.7

Program goals 79.8 72.4 72.7 75.8 81.5 75.1 68.2 65.8 82.5 74.4 78.3 79.1

Program contribution to college 65.3 63.8 70.9 87.2 65.1 71.9 69.4 67.5 64.9 65.1 80.1 68.3

Program prescription 83.7 81.4 70.9 68.1 38.0 40.8 47.8 41.4 61.1 58.2 57.8 59.8

Content Interrelatedneu 45.1 39.7 51.3 48.4 34.8 48.9 42.8 39.2 30.8 39.5 21.1 30.8

Student requirements later 90.3 74.1 90.8 87.3 22.2 25.0 44.4 29.8 72.2 65.1 88 9 73 7

I SW NV90

Table F.14(P)

influences of College and Program Goals on Course Planning (by CoOege Type Within Petals)

Response percentage (Influential)

Influence

Ed. Psychology Nursing Business

DO
Comp
(n-29)

EE FF.
LA 2yr.

(n.15) (n.4)
Total

(N-48)
Comp
(n.26)

II
LA 2 yr.

(n.10) (n-32)
Total

(N.68)

JJ
Comp
(n.30)

KK. LL
LA 2 yr.

(n.14) (n.47)
Total

(N.91)

College Coale 41.3 48.7 45.8 53.9 50.0 54.5 40.0 48.9 48.2

Program wale 82.8 93 3 85.4 92.3 93.7 93.9 76.7 72.3 73.7

Program contribution to COHOge 58.8 60.0 60.5 65.4 59.4 62.1 63.3 88.0 64.9

Program prescription 31.0 60.0 39.8 77.0 78.2 77 2 46.7 55.3 50.6

Content Interrelatedness 41.3 40.0 37.5 38.5 53.1 48 9 50.0 61.7 55.0

Student requirements later 68 9 60 0 88.7 88 4 81 3 81.8 63 4 78.7 72 6

Eliminated horn conparlson due to small sartple size.

584. 74740



Table F.15(GE)

Characteristics ot Introductory Course Students (by College Type Within Robs)

Perceived Student Characteristics

Composition

A
Comp
(n-178)

B
LA

(n-82)

C
2 yr. Total

(n-155) (N.415)

Not at al prepared

Exhibiting Kitil effort

2.8

6.3

2 4

6 3

3.9

7 9

3.1

6,5

Table F.15(GE)-Confinued

Sodology

Comp LA 2 yr. Total
Perceived Student Charaderistice (n-60) (n.21) (n-60) (N.141)

Not al al prepared

Exhibiting Ms effort

31.7

15.5

47.6

9 5

30.0

16.7

33.3

15.1

Response percentage

Literature History

0 E F G H
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

(n-121) (n-43) (n-46) (N.210)

6.6 2.3 10.9 6.7

5.8 4.6 8.9 6.3

Response percentage

Psychoiogy

0
Comp LA 2 yr. Total
(n-75) (n-38) (n-67) (N-180)

(n-129) (n-55) (n-77) (N-263)

21.7

12.5

14.5

16.4

. 17.7

11.4

19.0

13.0

38 I 7/27190

Biology

Comp LA 2 yr. Total

22.7 36.8 26.9 27.2

13.4 10 5 9.0 11.1

(n-105) (n-43) (n-65) (N.215)

13.3

26.7

6.7

8.9

24.6

21.9

151

21.5

299 3P2b 7/2/40



Table F.15(GE) -Continued

Mathematics

Comp LA 2 yr.
Perceived Student Characteristics (n.126) (n-58) (n-120)

Not at al prepared 5.8 8.6 5.8

Exhibiting little effort 13.5 8.6 14.5

Total
(N-304)

6.3

13.0

Table F.15(P)

Characteristics of lntroduaory Course Students (by College Type144thin Fields)

Ed. Psychoiogy

DD EE FF.
Comp LA 2 yr. Total

Perceived Student Characteristics (n.29) (n.15) (n.4) (14.48)

Response percentage

Fine Arts Language

V W X
Cornp LA 2 yr. Total

(n-109) (n-33) (n-63) (N.205)

AA
Comp
(1.91)

BB
LA

(n-43)

CC
2 yr.

(n.38)
Total

(N-172)

54.1 45.5 55.6

19.6 8.1 6.5

53.2

13.4

35.2

9.0

32.8

9.3

34.2

7.9

34.3

8.8

3830 7,2790

Response percentage

Nursing Business

03 NH' II

Comp LA 2 yr. Total
JJ

Comp
KK
LA

L L
2 yr. :at

Noi al al prepared

Exhibiting little effort

20.7 20.0 18.8

3.4 6.7 4.2

(n.26) (n-10) (1-32) (N-68) (n-30) (n-14) (n.47, (N-91)

11.5

7 .7

12.5

0.0

11.9

3 0

30 0

13 7

29.8

19.1

29.7

18.9

ENminated from comparison due to small serrple size.

300 384b PO



Table F.16(GE)

Innuence of Student Chow Iodate oil Course Planning (by College Type I. ln Fields)

Response percentage (Influential)

A
Comp

Influence (0.178)

Student preparation 78.4

Student anon 57.3

Student ability 75.8

Studen1 interests 61.3

Time pressure on studenia 37.6

Life goals of students 33.7

Carctx goals of students 33.1

Educational gosh; of students 49.4

SUCCesses GI previous students 70.8

Table F.16(GE)-Conrinued

Comp
Influence

Composition

LA 2yr. Total
(0.82) (0.155) (N.415)

Literature History

H
Cornp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total
(0.121) (0.43) (0.46) (N (0.129) (0.55) (0.77) (N-263)

72.0 77.2 75.7 62.5 74.4 60.9 64.6 51.2 45.5 59.5 52.4

62.2 54.3 57.1 54.2 55.8 57.8 55.2 46.5 29.1 53.2 44.9

76.9 75.8 76.1 63.0 72.1 80.0 64.3 56,6 52.7 65.8 58.5

63.4 54.9 59.3 58.3 86.6 82.2 60.9 37.5 25.4 51.9 39.4

35.4 42.8 39.1 38.9 34.9 40.0 38.3 28.4 25.5 39.3 30.1

48.3 40.8 38.9 39.2 38.1 34.1 37.9 19.4 29.1 28.9 23.7

34.5 451 37.9 18.4 14.0 22.2 18.3 17.9 21.8 30.4 22.4

55.8 60.7 54.8 41.7 39.5 40.0 40.9 34.3 40.0 60.8 43.5

73.1 62.5 88.2 58.3 66.7 48.9 58.0 52.4 52.7 62.9 55.6

1931c 7/2 100

Response percentage (influential)

Sociology Psycholocr Biology

0
LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total(n.60) (n.21) (n-80) (N.141) (n.75) (n-38) (n.67) (N-180)

Student proparatIon 39.0 52.4 53.3 47.2 53.4 31.6 55.2 49.5
Student effort 39.0 38.1 50.0 43.6 50.7 42.1 47.7 47.8
Student abilly 81.0 61.9 64.4 62.6 65.3 60.5 81.2 62.8
Student interests 44.1 71.4 85.0 57.2 64.0 47.4 82.7 60.0

Time pressure on students 25.4 42.9 45.0 38.4 28.7 26.3 41.8 32.2
life goals of student* 32.2 38.0 48.3 40.0 41.4 23.7 35.9 35.5
Career goals of students 27.1 42.9 43.3 38.4 32.0 28.3 43.3 35.0

Eckxational goalS of students 40.7 42.9 55.0 47.2 48.0 47.4 58.0 50.9

Successes of previous students 47.5 57.2 63.4 55.7 49.3 57.0 48.2 50.0

(n.105) (n-45) (n.65) (N-215)

57.1 53.3 57.0 58.3

38.1 44.4 57.0 45.1

57.2 82.2 69.3 81.9

43.8 57.7 44.6 47 0

17.1 33.4 29.2 24.2

31.7 40 0 49.2 38.7

40.0 44.5 43.1 41.8

41.9 64.4 61.5 52.8

48.8 55.8 52.3 50.2

ict.ST COPY AVAILABLE

301 iSOTh 741,90



Table F.16(GE)-Continued

Response percentage (Influential)

Mathematics Fine Ans Language

'7,omp LA 2 yr. Total
V

Comp
W
LA

X

2 yr. Total
AA

Comp
BB
LA

(.717.

2 yr. Total

influence (n-128) (n-58) (n-120) (N404) (n-109) (n43) (n.63) (N.205) (n.91') (n.43) (n48) (N-172)

Student poparation 72.8 70.7 77.8 74.3 59.7 58.2 80.3 59.3 72.2 67.5 65.8 69.6

Student effort 54.1 62.0 59.0 57.5 50.0 53.2 81.9 54.2 57.4 65.1 60.5 59.9

Student abilly 74.8 77.6 71.6 74.1 58.9 85.8 58.1 58.7 67.1 62.8 73.8 67.5

Student interests 37.1 46.5 41.0 40.1 43.1 40.6 65.1 49.5 56.1 55.8 65.8 56.2

Time pressure on students 30.8 38.2 39.8 35.2 28.7 37.8 45.2 35.1 41.8 48.9 42.1 43.6

Life goals of students 23.4 24.1 35.0 28.1 29.3 37.8 38.0 33.4 37.4 44.2 38.8 38.9

Career goals of students 48.0 32.7 53.0 48.1 18.3 28.2 38.1 25.9 40.7 48.8 42.1 43.0

Educational goals of students 58.1 39.8 68.7 57.9 38.0 82.5 63.4 49.8 52.2 53.5 66.4 56.2

Successes of previous students 84.5 56.1 82.0 81.9 52.3 58.3 58.0 54.7 64.5 67.5 50.0 61.9

583c 717.90

Table F.16(P)

influence of Student Characteristics on Course Planning (By College Type Wthin Fields)

Influence

Response percentage (Influential)

Ed. Psychology Nursing Business

OD
Comp
(n-29)

EE FF.
LA 2 yr.

(n-15) (n-4)
Total

(N-48)

03
Comp
(n-28)

NH. II

LA 2 yr.
(n.10) (n-32)

Total
(N-68)

,JJ

Comp
(n.30)

Kle LL
LA 2 yr,

(n-14) (n-47)
Total

(N.91)

Student preparation 41.3 53.4 50.1 80.8 65.8 71.2 43.4 68.1 56 1

Student won 48 3 46.7 50.0 42.3 59.4 50.0 58.7 51.0 50.8

Student ability 40.3 68.7 56.3 56.0 71.9 65.6 53 4 66.0 59.4

6tudent interests 65.5 60.0 62 5 50.0 58.3 57.5 53.4 63.8 59 3

Time pressure on students 34.5 60.0 43.6 48.2 68.8 59.1 31.0 38.3 34 4

Life goals of students 55.1 86.7 62.5 69.3 54.9 64.7 40.0 46.8 41.6

Career uoais of students 82.8 93.3 83.4 92.3 78.2 85.3 66 7 70.3 68 2

EduCational goals of students 72.4 93.3 79.2 88.5 75.0 83.3 60.0 68.1 62.7

Successes of previous students 37.9 66.6 50.0 57.7 62.5 57.6 60.0 52 2 58 9

Eliminated from comparison clue to small sample size.



Table F.17(GE)

Ex ferns) Influences on Course Planning (by Co Pox Type Win Flekis)

Influence

Composition

A
Comp

(n-178)

B
LA

(n-82)

C
2 yr.

(n.155)
Total

(N-415)

Accreditation standards 19.0 18.5 48.3 30.0

Employer expectations 33.3 28.0 45.8 38.5

Professional assOdations 28.9 18.8 34.8 29.1

External examinations 12.1 12.4 20.1 15.2

Co liege-wide achievement tests 24.0 28.3 30.8 27.0

Entry-level tests, next level 20.0 24.7 28.4 24.1

Transfer requirements 29.1 23.2 71.7 44.0

Table F.17(GE)-Continued

Sociology

Comp LA 2 yr. Total
Influence (n-60) (n-21) (n-60) (N-141)

Accreditation standards 23.4 23.8 30.0 28.2

Employer expectations 18.7 23.8 23.3 20.6

Professlonal assodations 25.0 19.1 25.0 24.2

External exanInations 13.3 19.0 18.8 15.8

College wide achievement tests 10.0 9.5 13.8 11.4

Entry level tests-next level 20.0 14.3 15.3 17.1

Transfer requirements 28.8 33 3 62.7 43.9

Response percentage (Influential)

Literature History

0 E F G H
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

(n.121) (n-43) (n.48) (N-210)

15.7 21.0 39.2

15.0 18.3

17.4 21.0

7.4

9.1

40.0

15.1

7.1

18.3

20.9

14.8

21.7

19.6

10.8

17.4

15.2

50.9

21.9

18.7

18.7

8.2

12.3

13.4

25.3

Response percentage (Influential)

Psychology

Comp LA 2 yr. Total
(n-75) (n-38) (n-87) (N-180)

18.0 18.4 35.9 23.8

14.7 15.8 20.9 17.2

18.7 21 0 25.4 21.6

20.0 10.5 13.4 15.5

8.0 2.8 12.1 8.4

20.0 21.0 13.5 17.8

24.3 13.2 81.2 35.7

(n-129) (n.55) (n-77) (N-263)

17.3 7.3 43.0 22.9

11.7 18.4 35.4 19.8

14.8 10.9 22.8 18.5

7.1 7.3 17.7 10.4

8.7 5.5 15.3 10.0

13.3 14.5 20.5 15.7

14.8 12.7 83.3 29.0

158117/2790

Biology

0
Comp LA 2 yr. Total

(n-105) (n.45) (n.,65) (N-215)

25.0 17.8 38.9 27.1

14.6 22.3 41.8 24.4

26.0 22.2 35.9 28.2

14.8 15.5 25.0 17.9

10.7 15.5 16.8 14.1

22.1 27.2 23.1 23.5

28.1 27.2 78.8 42.8

3 11 3 15821 7,21190



Tabie F.17(0E)---Confinued

Influence

Mathematics

Comp
(n-126)

LA
(n48)

2 yr.
(n-120)

Awes:1125w standards 35.5 29.3 50.4

Employer expectations 40.0 38.2 41.2

Proleselorsi assOclatIons 47.2 48.8 48.2

External examinations 20.0 10.3 17.8

College-wide achievement tests 20.8 10.3 28.9

Entry-level tests. next level 18.4 10.5 27.7

Transfer requirements 37.8 32.8 79 8

Response percentage (Influential)

Fine Arts Language

V W X AA 813 CC
Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

(N-344) (n-109) (n.13) (n.63) (N.205)

40.2 19.4 21.3 38.7 25.8

40.7 21.3 18.2 38.7 26.1

48.7 23.3 18.2 24.2 22.8

17.3 7.4 3.0 8.0 7.0

21.2 10.3 6.0 13.0 10.4

20.8 10.3 9.1 17.4 12.3

53.4 18.1 12.1 69.3 31.8

(n41) (n.43) (n-38) (N-172)

33.7 30.9 48.8 38.3

27.0 28.5 2s 7 26.0

46.0 31.7 43.2 4 i.

17.0 16.7 24.3 18.8

21.4 19.0 32.4 23.2

21.6 26.2 35.1 25.0

38.8 32.5 73.0 44 8

58, 7;27,90

Table F.17(P)

External influences on Course Planning (by College Type ii4thin Fields)

Influence

Ed. Psychology

DO
Comp
(n.29)

EE FF.
LA 2 yr.

(n.15) (n-4)

Aocredlatlon standards 72.4 80.0

Employer expectations 79.3 73.3

ProfessiOnal assodations 58.8 66.6

External examinations 65.6 66.7

College-veds achlevement testA 20.7 20.0

Entry-level tests, next level 34.4 33.4

Transter requirements 27.6 26 7

Response percentage (Influential)

Total
(N.48)

72.9

75.0

58.4

64.8

23.0

35.6

31.3

Nursing Business

03
Comp

F1H.

LA
II

2 yr. Total
JJ

Cornp
Kle
LA

LL
2 yr. Total

(n..28) (n.10) (n-32) (N-68) (,i.30) (n.14) (n.47) (1-91)

92.3 90.7 91.0 46.7 39.1 41.1

81.8 64.4 73.1 49.0 69.6 63.4

73.1 75.0 74.6 40.0 43.5 42,2

80.7 90.7 85.1 13.4 38.9 24.4

30.8 37.5 35.9 13.3 28.3 21.1

23.0 29.1 28.8 23.4 28.1 24.5

23.1 48.9 37 3 41 4 56.5 48.0

Eliminated frorn comparison due to smaN swirls size.

3 4 51141 7/2740



Tanis F.18(GE)

Influence oo Assistance and Fact Ors on Coume Planning (by Co Mega Type Within Raids)

!Response percentage (Infkiential)

Corriposition Literature History

A
Comp

B
LA

C
2 yr. Total

D
Comp

E

LA
F

2 yr. Total
0

Comp LA 2 yr. Total
Influence (n-178) (n.82) (n.155) (N-415) (n-121) (n.43) (n.48) (N.210) (n.129) (n.55) (n.77) (N.283)

Available textbooks 44.0 40.2 48.5 44.2 57.9 58.1 '39.1 53.8 48.9 58.4 51.9 50.3

Available facilities 23.7 20.9 27.1 24 . 18.7 4.8 19.8 14.0 18.0 12.8 29.1 19.3

Available oppof1uNdes 14.7 17.1 18.2 15.8 10.2 7.0 17.4 11.1 14.8 5.4 28.8 18.5

Available teaching assistants 8.4 9.8 10.3 9.5 4.2 0.0 8.5 3.8 7.1 3.8 8.3 8.1

Available secretarial assistance 8.8 8.1 12.3 8.7 5.0 2.3 8.5 4.7 8.6 7.3 12.7 9.8

Available supplies 13.5 8 7 20.1 15.0 10.7 4.7 6.5 8.8 14.1 10.9 19.2 15.0

¶ 581 7/27/90

Table F.18(GE)-Confinued

Response percentage (Influential)

SoCology Psychology Biology

l<

Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total
Influence (n-60) (n-21) (n-60) (N-141) (n.75) (n.38)

Available textbooks 82.7 57.1 60.3 64.3 53.3 57.9

Available facilities 25.9 28.8 30.0 28.1 34.7 42.1

Available opportunities 20.4 38.1 27.1 25.9 21.3 23.7

Available teething aulstants 8.8 4.8 8.3 8.0 20.0 26.3

Available secretarial assistance 18.9 14.3 18.8 18.5 22.7 21.1

Available supplies 18.9 23.8 23.3 21.5 34.8 23.7

(n.67) (N.180) (n.105) (n.45) (n.85) (N.215)

58.7 55.5 35.3 44.4 81.5 45.1

35.8 38.7 53.8 88.9 71.8 82.2

29.9 25.0 28.8 42.2 49.3 38.7

10.5 17.7 19.2 28.7 27.7 33.4

12.0 18.3 14.3 13.3 23.1 18.8

16.4 25.5 371 51.1 81.5 47 4

3 0 5 15820 1/2110



Table F.18IGE)-Continued

Response percentage (Influential)

Mathematics Fine Arts Language

Comp LA 2 yr. Total
V

Comp
W
LA

X
2 yr. Total

AA
Comp

BB
LA

CC
2 yr. Total

Infkience (n.128) (n.58) (n-120) (N-304) (n-109) (n..33) (n.63) (N-205) (n-91) (n-43) (n-38) (N-172)

Available textbooks 80.8 43.1 59.7 58.9 52.8 48.4 80.3 54.4 75.6 76.2 70.2 74.6

Available facilities 28.0 29.3 30.5 29.3 43.5 39.4 55.8 48.5 75,5 59.5 58.7 87.4

Available oPPolturitiall 5.6 6.8 7.5 8.6 49.1 42.5 53.2 49.2 24.5 28.5 29.7 26.7

Available teething assistants 12.8 8.8 13.4 12.2 9.3 3.0 8.4 7.3 23.3 26.2 27.0 24.9

Available secretarial assistance 10.4 3.4 8.7 7.7 11.2 15.2 15.9 13.3 7.8 14.3 16.2 11.3

AvallaiXe supplies 9.8 13.8 18.0 12.6 28.7 30.3 31.7 29 9 28.1 28.9 24.3 27.0

15a39 7,2710

Table F.18(P)

Infbence of Assistance and Facilities on Course Planning (by College Type Wthin Flak's)

Influence

Response percentage (influential)

Ed. Psychology Nursing Business

DO
Comp
(n-29)

EE FF
LA 2 yr.

(n.15) (n.4)
Total
(N.48)

CG
Comp
(n.26)

NH* It
LA 2 yr.

(n-10) (n-32)
Total

(N-68)

..1,1

Comp
(n-30)

KK LL
LA 2 yr.

(n-14) (n.47)
Total

(N.91)

Available textbooks 37.9 50.0 44.7 69.3 81.3 76.1 53.3 55.3 56.1

Available facilities 31.0 20.0 29.2 69.2 81.3 73.1 38.8 29.8 24.1

Available opportunities 51.7 33.3 48.0 85.4 84.4 73.1 33 4 27.6 29.7

Available loathing assistants 10.3 0.0 8.3 26.9 45.2 33.3' 10.0 10.7 9.9

Available secnstarial assIstance 20.7 0.0 14 8 30.8 34.4 31.3 13.4 14.9 12 1

Available supplies 20.7 20.0 20.9 65.4 56.2 56.7 16.7 19.1 15.4

Ebrinatoci firm ccmparison due to small sarvie size.

O
t Immo ntrgo



Table F.19(GE)

Pragmatic Influences on Course Planning (by College Type Wthin Reads)

Composition

A
Comp LA 2 yr. Total

Influence (n-178) (n.82) (n.155) (N.415)

Class size 81.2 57.3 58.0 59.3

Class schedule 40.4 39.0 48.5 42.4

Assigned workioad 40.5 39.5 52.3 44.7

Promotion or tenure pressures 4.8 7.3 8.4 8.5

Required mode of instructIon 18.0 13.4 25.3 19.0

Table F.19(GE)-Continued

Sociology

Comp LA 2 yr. Total

Influence (n.60) (n.21) (n.80) (N.141)

Class size 65.0 71.4 55.0 81.7

Class schedule 33.3 38.1 43.4 38.3

Assigned workload 45.0 52,4 40,6 44.3

Promotion or tenure pressures 13.4 15.0 10.2 12.2

Required mode of Instruction 5.0 0 0 10.2 8.5

Response percer.tage (Influential)

Literature History

Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 r. Total
(n-121) (n.43) (n.48) (N.210)

51.2 48.9 47.8 51.0

33.9 27.9 32.8 32.4

35.8 30.3 28.7 32.8

8.3 4.7 2.2 8.2

6.8 2.3 4.4 5.2

(n.129) (n.55) (n.77) (N.283)

58.3 58.2 35.5 50.4

30.4 25.4 27.9 28.7

34.4 23.8 31.8 31.3

9.4 5.5 8.4 7.7

0.8 3.8 10.3 4.2

15(31h 7127'90

Response percentage (influential)

Psychology Biology

Comp LA
(n-75) (n-38)

68.0 63.1

32.0 34.2

37.4 44.7

12.0 10.8

9.3 5.3

0
2 yr.
(n-67)

Total
(N.180)

P
Comp
(n.105)

0
LA

(n.45)
2yr.

(n.66)
Total

(N.215)

53.7 61.7 52.5 42.2 43.0 47.4

29.9 31.7 29.4 37.8 38.9 33.5

32.8 37.2 37.2 48.9 43.0 41.4

10.4 11.1 7.7 8.8 12.3 9.4

6.0 7 3 10.8 4.4 7.7 8.5

307
15a2h 7127V0



Table F.1903E)-Continued

Response percentage (Influential)

Mathematics Fine Arts Language

Comp LA 2 yr. Tntal
V

Comp
W
LA

X
2 yr. Total

AA
Comp

BB
LA . Totalmfluence (n-128) (n.68) (n.120) (N404) (n-109) (n-33) (n.83) (N.205) (n-91) (n43) i -38) (N.172)

Claes size 58.0 39.8 34 8 44.5 47.7 51.8 42.8 46.8 65.5 64.2 48.8 61 5
Class schedule 43.2 29.3 32.0 38.1 32.4 30.3 41.2 34.8 57.0 81.9 45.9 57 2

Assigned woridoed 39.9 27.5 29.4 33.4 27.5 24.3 34.9 29.3 42.2 42.9 27.0 39.1

Promotion Or tenure pressures 9.8 5.1 5.9 7.3 10.2 12.2 8.0 9.8 17.8 9.8 5.6 13.1

Required mode ol Instruction 8.8 8.9 18.5 12.2 4.8 3.1 11.1 8.5 22.2 28.8 21.8 23.2

1583h 7/27,90

Table F.19(P)

Pragmatic Influences on Course Planning (by College Type ',Whin Re lds)

Influence

Response percentage (Influential)

Ed Psychology Nursing Business

DD
Comp
(n.29)

EE FF.
LA 2 yr.

(n-15) (1.4)
Total

(N.48)

03 NH.
Comp LA
(n-28) (n-10)

II

2 yr.
(n.32)

Total
(N-68)

JJ
Comp
(ri-30)

KK. LL
LA 2 yr.

(n.14) (n-47)
Total

(N-91)

Class size 55.1 60.0 38.4 53.8 58.3 58 2 63.3 36.1 49.5
Class schedule 34.4 33.3 31.3 38.5 58.2 49.3 40.0 38.3 40.7
Assigned workload 55.1 40.0 47.9 50.0 65.8 58.2 28.7 23.4 29.7
Promotion or tenure pressures 17.2 8.7 18.8 11.5 18.8 15.0 10.3 4.2 8.6
Required mode of Instruction 8.9 6.7 6.3 26.9 48.4 38.4 6.6 19.1 14 3

Elmlnated from comparison due to small saniple size.

30'' ¶ Sao 7/z7/00



Tat* F.20(GE)

Available Admice-Influences on Course Planning (by College Type IMMO Raids)

Influence

Composition

A
Comp
(n-178)

B
LA

(n.82)

C
2 yr.

(n-155)
Total

(N-415)

Advising office 10.6 11.7 12.0 11.3

Instructional development office 9.2 11.7 15.9 12.0

Student services office 7.0 10.0 5.1 6.9

library seMces 50.6 48.2 58.0 52.8

Audio-visual senlices 25.3 27.8 34.7 29.3

Program chairperson 43.6 21.3 51.8 42.0

Colleagues 48.2 34.1 46.5 44.8

Merdor 30.1 16.1 18.0 22.9

ArtIcles/books on teaching and learning 46.8 48.1 35.9 43.1

Articles/books on discipline 60 3 43.6 39.3 49.4

Percentages are based on non-missing cases

Table F.20(GE)-Confinued

Sociology

Comp LA y . Total
Influence (n.60) (n.21) (n.60) (N.141)

Advising office 5.9 0.0 16.0 9.9

Instructional development office 4.4 0.0 9.3 6.4

Student seMces office 3.6 5.6 11.3 7.1

Ubfary services 42.4 42.8 53.5 47 1

Audlo-visual services 39.0 50.0 54.5 47.0

Pmgram chairperson 17 5 10.0 27.3 20.5

Colleagues 22.0 33 4 25.4 25.0

Menton 23.5 25 0 20.5 22.3

Articles/books on leaching and learning 32.2 3;1.3 40 8 35.9

Articles/books on discipline 52 5 61 9 60.0 57.1

Response percentage (Influential)

Literature History

D E F G H
Comp LA 2yr, Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

(n-121) (n-43) (n.46) (N-210)

8.9 3.3 5.1 5.9

6.7 4.3 6.2 7.1

4.7 0.0 5.0 3.9

42.5 32.5 51.1 52.4

29.7 22.0 35.6 29.4

22.1 17.6 35.0 24.1

23.3 35.9 39.6 29.2

19.1 20.0 20.7 19.6

26.1 30.0 25.0 26.6

44.9 51.2 47.4 46.7

Response percentage' (Influential)

Psychoiogy

0
Comp LA 2 yr. Total
(ni.75) (n.38) (n-67) (N.180)

4.5 3.6 8.7 5.7

5.1 5.3 8.9 6.5

4.5 3.2 11.5 6.9

38.6 43.2 31 3 36.9

43.8 45.9 50.7 46.8

12.3 20.0 27.5 19.4

27.3 27.0 27.0 27.2

13.1 17 8 18.3 15.3

35.6 36.1 38.4 36.8

54.1 37.1 51 6 49.7

(n-129) (n.55) (n.77) (N-283)

5.4 7.0 11.9 7,5

3,3 0.0 6,3 3.6

3.8 2.3 11,3 5,7

52.0 49.1 56.4 52.7

35.5 23.6 45.3 35.9

14.6 19.6 32.4 20.9

24.1 36.5 31.0 28.8

14.6 10.3 37.9 20.8

21.3 23.1 26.6 23.3

56.1 45.1 49.3 51.8

1561d 7/2710

Biology

Comp LA 2 yr. Total
(n-105) (n.45) (n-65) (N-215)

3.7 9 7 10.6 6.9

7.2 9.0 15.4 10.0

1.2 5.6 5.6 3.4

27.5 34.1 43.7 34.0

25.5 37.2 49.2 35.2

14.4 15.0 21.1 16.5

32.0 26.2 32.8 31.0

8.2 16.7 26.7 15.4

we 25.0 32.8 24.2

50.6 39.6 51.6 68.5

' Percentages are based on non-missIng cases

1562d 7/27190



Table F.20(GE)-Contlnued

Response percentage (Influential)

Mathematics Fine Arts Language

Cornp LA 2 yr. Total
V

Comp
W
LA

X
2 yr. Total

AA
Comp

BD
LA

CC
2 yr. Total

Influence (n.128) (n.513) (11.120) (N.304) (n.109) (n-33) (n.63) (N.205) (n-91) (n-43) (ri-.15) (N-172)

Advising oats 7.8 17.0 15.1 12.3 4.8 12.5 10.0 7.7 fl 0 13.7 12.8 9.4

Instructional development office 11.3 8.8 14.3 7.2 4.1 0.0 7.5 4.8 0.0 18.2 13.8 5.3

Student services office 14.0 3.8 4.8 4.3 2.2 3.7 7.8 4 0 0.0 14.2 10.0 5.8

Llbrary seMais 19.5 10.3 9.0 9.5 51.9 40.7 55.8 51.3 19.0 35.1 32.3 25.8

Audio-visual seNicei 112 4 10.8 15.4 13.2 64.4 60.6 73.7 88.8 49.4 56.4 52.9 41.9

Program chairperson 141.4 33.3 45.0 41.4 27.4 34.4 28.3 28.9 35.7 35.1 20.5 34.2

Colleagues 141.8 38.8 50.0 44.0 31.8 30.3 34.0 32.2 40.9 37.8 33.4 38.7

Mentor 119.8 18.9 19.7 19.8 20.8 14 3 30.0 22.3 14.9 29.1 15.1 14.2

Articlesibooks on teaching and leaming 124.8 24.8 27.8 25.7 30.1 31.2 37.5 32.4 50.8 44.7 45.1 48.0

Articiesibooke on discipline 132.2 35.8 32.7 33.1 42.4 48.5 52.8 48.5 62.4 44.1 50.0 55.7

'Percerfiages are based on non-missing cases

151334 7127150

Table F.20(P)

Available Advice-Influences on Course Planning (by College Type Within Flees)

ResponsA percentage" (Influential)

Influence

Ed. Psychology Nursing Business

DD
Comp
(n..29)

EE FF
LA 2 yr.

(n-15) (n.4)
Total

(1.1.48)

CX3

Comp
(n-28)

HH. II
LA 2 yr.

(n.10) (n.32)
Total

(N-68)

JJ
Comp
(11-30)

Kle LL
LA 2 yr.

(n-14) (n..47)
Total

(N.91)

Advising office 9.8 0.0 8.8 20.0 24.0 22.8 11.1 15.4 14.9

Instructional development office 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.8 19.1 15.9 0.0 19.5 12.1

Student services office 5.0 0.0 2.8 0.0 22.2 10.9 3.7 11.6 8.5

Ulyary services 57.2 40.0 54.3 80.0 75.0 85.1 31.0 34.0 35.5

Audio-visual services 55.1 28.7 45.8 88.0 80.0 71.8 31.0 38.3 37.8

Program chaliperson 38.5 28.7 35.5 48.2 55.2 53.1 24.1 41.3 34.1

Colleagues 39.3 20.0 31.9 54.2 73.3 65.1 24 1 37.8 32.6

Mentor 21.1 18.8 17.7 25.0 45.0 35.5 13.0 22.9 22.7

Afficlesibooke on teaching and learning 87.8 88.7 88.1 50 0 00.0 87.7 48 2 38.7 43.0

Articlesibooks on dledpine 70.4 68.7 71 8 80.8 88.2 82.9 51.7 41.9 48 8

Eirrtnated from comparison due to smaN sample stze

Percentages ate based on non-missing cases.

3
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Table F.21(GE)

Useful Sources of Teaching Assistance (By College Type KIthin Fields)

Response percentage (Influential)

Composition Literature History

A
Comp

a
LA

C
2 yr. Total

D

Comp
E
LA

F
2 yr. Total

G
Comp

H
LA 2 yr. Total

Source (n-178) (n-62) (n-155) (N.415) (n.121) (n.43) (n.48) (N.210) (n.129) (n.55) (n.77) (N-263)

Chakperson 54.5 54.8 60.8 56.9 46.3 39.6 58 .' 47.8 34.9 41.8 .45.8 39.5

Dean 21.4 22.0 29.0 2.!: 8 18.1 16.3 26.1 19.5 9.4 21.8 27.9 17.5

Department colleague 80.9 79.3 72.3 77.3 80.1 90.7 65.2 79.1 69.0 81.8 57.0 63.5

Colleague at this cede*. 21.3 34.2 15.5 21.7 22.3 30.3 21.7 23.8 31.0 29.1 25.3 26.9

Colleague at another college 42.7 39.0 36.1 39.5 32.2 44.2 3 /.0 35.7 38.8 25.5 40.5 36.5

Instructional development center 10.1 8.1 5.8 7.7 5.6 0.0 2.2 3.8 4.8 0.0 7.8 4.8

Audio-visual center 16.9 7.4 13.8 13.7 18.2 7.0 13.0 14.8 19.4 16.4 36.7 24.0

Computer center 17.4 15.9 11.8 14.9 8.8 4.7 2.2 5.2 4.8 0.0 6.3 4.2

Tutonng :larder 34.9 24.4 14.8 25.3 7.5 9.3 10.9 8.6 15.5 7.3 12.8 13.0

Test scnring service 6.8 3.7 7.8 6.5 4.2 0.0 4.4 3.3 5.5 3.8 5.0 4.9

Faddy 18.0 23.2 18.1 19.0 21.5 11.7 13.0 17.6 15.8 14.8 14.0 14.8

Dtscipinary assodation 25.9 22.0 16.1 21.4 23.9 23.3 21.7 23.3 27.9 16.2 28.8 25 5

Instructional design books 42.7 48.7 36.7 41.7 32.2 32.6 39.2 33.8 21.0 18.2 27.9 22.4

Student evaluations 42.7 48 8 48.3 46.0 45.4 44.2 50.0 46.2 50.4 40.0 50.6 48.3

Consortium services 7.3 3.7 12.9 8.6 9.1 11.8 0.0 7.6 15.5 3.6 7.8 4.2

1681 7,2740

Table F.21(GE)--Continued

Response percentage (Influential)

Sociology PsycholOgy Biology

0
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

Source (nr60) (r1,21) (n-60) (N-141) (n-75) (n-38) (n-67) (N-180) (11-105) (n-45) (n.65) (N.215)

Chakperson 40.0 23.8 36.7 36.1 45.3 21.1 34.3 39.5 27.8 42.3 36.5 34.0

Dean 16.7 4.8 26.3 19.9 16.6 15.8 25.3 20.5 6.7 11.1 15.4 10.2

Department colleague 66.7 38.1 51.6 56.1 82.7 78.3 81.2 73.3 72.4 f '.3 58.5 66.1

Coilegaie at this college 26.3 19.1 30.0 27.8 26.6 47.4 31.4 32.7 23.8 26.9 24.8 25.1

Colleague id another college 46.7 42.8 35.0 41.1 38.8 57.8 49.3 46.7 29.8 44.5 46.1 37.6

instructional development center 0.0 4.8 11.6 5.7 8.0 3 1.5 3.9 3.9 2.2 3.1 3.3

Audio-visual center 21.7 14.3 26.7 22.7 21.3 16.4 26.9 22.8 16.2 15.5 16.9 16.3

Computer center 11.7 28.5 15.0 15.8 10.7 21 0 7.5 11.7 12.4 13.3 12 12.8

Tutodng center 10.0 0.0 8.7 7.1 14.8 15.8 7.5 12.3 11.5 17.6 7.7 11.8

Test Kostng service 8.3 0.0 5.0 5.8 14.7 2.6 8.0 8.9 11.4 6.8 3.1 7.9

Fan* 16.3 14.3 15.0 16.4 18.8 10.5 17.9 16.7 8.6 11.1 15.4 11.2

Disdpinary anodation 40.0 47 6 41.7 41.8 22.8 21 U 32.8 28.1 15.2 15.6 23.1 17.7)

instructional design books 45.0 47.6 44.6 44.0 49.4 39.5 49.2 47.3 28.6 35.5 35.4 32.1

Student evaluations 48.3 23.8 58.8 48.2 56.0 50.0 55.2 54.4 40.0 44.4 44.6 42.4

Consortium selvices 8.4 19.1 16.3 14.1 4.0 5.3 9.0 8.2 8.6 8.6 7.7 7.9

311 0112 VTIN



Table F.21(GE)-Continued

Response percentage (Intluentia

Mathematics Fine Arts Language

Comp LA 2 yr. Total
V W

Comp LA
X

2 yr. Total
AA

Comp
BB
LA

CC
2 yr. Total

Source (n-128) (n-58) (n.120) (n44304) (n-109) (n-33) (n-63) In44205) (n.91) (n.43) (n.38) (n.172)

Chairperson 54.7 69.0 55.8 57.9 43.1 39.4 49.2 44.4 53.9 51.1 55.3 53.5

Dean 11.9 19.0 19.2 16.2 13.8 33.3 33.4 22.9 14.3 16 3 31.6 18.8

Department colleague 72.2 81.1 81.8 77.7 68 8 80.8 55.8 83.4 71.5 62.8 47.3 63.9

Other colleague 11.1 20.6 16.8 15.1 18.4 36.4 17.5 21.0 15.4 28.0 13.2 18.1

Colleague al another college 28.5 34.5 36.8 32.9 42.2 54.8 50.8 48.8 48.2 60.5 52.6 51.1

Instructional development center 2.4 3.4 6.7 4.3 6.5 3.0 9.6 6.8 4.4 9 4 13.2 7.6

Audio-VIsual center 3.2 6.9 8.4 8.0 34.8 33.3 30.1 33.1 19.8 32 6 21 1 23.2

Computer center 13.5 22.4 16.7 16.41 2.8 3.0 8.0 4.4 5.5 4.6 5.3 5.2

Tutodng center 22.3 12.0 27.5 22.4 7.4 3.0 6.3 6.3 11.0 9.3 21.1 12 8

Test scoring service 3.2 3.4 6.6 4.6 4.6 0.0 7.9 4.8 3.3 11.7 5.2 5 8

Fam&f 8.4 10.3 6.7 7.3 15 6 18.2 23.8 18.5 18.7 18.6 21.1 19 2

Disdpanary assodabon 22.3 39.6 24.2 26.3 23.8 15.2 23.8 21.4 38.5 48.9 26 3 28 4

InstruCtiOnal design books 15.9 25.9 31.7 24.0 31.2 42.4 44.4 39.1 57.2 41.9 36.9 48 8

Student evaluatlons 41.3 39.7 50.8 44.7 37.8 48.5 54.0 44.4 36.3 51.2 39.5 40 7

Consortium services 4.0 6.9 9.2 6.6 7 4 6.0 6.4 6.8 4.4 25.6 10 5 11 1

'883 72790

Table F.21(P)

Useful Sources of Teaching Assistance (by College Type Vilthin Fields)

Response peicentage (Influential)

Ed. Psychology Nursing Business

DD EE aG NH' II JJ Kle LL
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

So4Jrce (n4.29) (n-15) (n-4) (N.48) (n-26) (n410) tn.32) (N-68) tn-30) tn.14) (n.47) (N-91)

Chairperson 34.5 66.7 43.8 46.7 50.0 53.7 56.8 53.2 52 8

Dean 17.2 20.0 20.9 15.4 21.9 20.9 40.0 27.6 31 9

Department (*Meagre 75.8 68.7 70.8 80.8 81.3 83.8 63.4 61.7 62.7

Colleague at this college 37.9 53.4 41.7 7.7 12.5 13.4 13.3 19.2 19 8

Colleague al another college 48.3 48.7 45.8 42.3 37.5 41.8 26 7 29.7 28.6

Instructional development center 10.7 8.7 14.8 23.0 18 8 19.4 3.3 10.6 6 8

Audio-visual center 41.4 13.3 33.4 38.4 62.5 49.2 23.4 38.3 30 8

Computer center 31.0 0.0 18.8 26.9 15 8 19.4 16 25 5 23 1

Tutonng center 13.7 OM 8.4 23.4 37.5 28 3 10.0 10.6 12 1

Test scoring service 13 7 0 0 8.4 11.5 25 0 18.0 3 3 8.4 4 4

Farrily 20 6 )1.4 16.6 7 6 28.2 17 9 13.3 21 3 19 8

Dplinary association 37 9 40 0 39.6 30.7 34.4 37.3 23.3 29.8 29 7

Instructional cieSign books 62.1 73 4 64 8 50.0 65.7 59.7 40 0 46.8 45 1

Student evaluations 51.7 66.6 58.3 73.1 88.8 70 1 50.0 63.8 58 3

Consortium services 6 9 20 0 22.9 7 7 18.8 14.9 3 3 21 3 15 4

Dminated from cornpedson due to small sample size.

3
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Table F.22(GE)

Steps Faculty Consrder in Course Planning (by College Type WIthin Fields)

Response percentage (Typical of me)

Composition Literature History

A B C D E F G H
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Cora LA 7 fr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

Step (n-178) (n-82) (n-155) (N.415) (n-121) (n.#' (n-48) (M.210) (n.129) (n-55) (n.77) (N-283)

I select course content 78.2 78.8 82.5 79.5 81.7 90.7 91.3 85.7 81.1 83.3 88.1 83.1

I think about student needs, preparation,
and characteristics 81.2 73.2 83.2 80.3 60.9 58.2 85.3 61.2 45.8 58.4 69.7 55.1

I select oblectives based on
external standards 29.1 26.8 48.0 35.8 21.0 23.3 30.5 23 6 17.3 18.3 41.8 24.5

I draw primarily on my avn background
and experience 54.2 67.1 60.4 59,1 69.2 76.2 73.9 71 6 72.4 63.8 88.9 69 5

I select textbooks, other reSources 58.5 61.8 50.8 58.3 59.2 51.1 58.7 57.5 57.9 56.3 40.2 58.3

I base my choice of activities on what I
believe promotes leaning 78.3 85.3 76.5 79.0 60.0 48.8 80.5 62.2 47.3 54.6 72.8 56.4)

I exarriri student evaluations from
previous courses 38.3 46.3 43.5 41.8 41.1 34.9 41.3 39.9 36.2 25.4 38.0 33.8

I examine examinations from
previous courses 42.1 39 0 41.5 41 2 42.0 30.3 43.5 39.9 39.7 32.7 49.4 41 1

12131 712190

Table F.22(GE)-Continued

Response percentage (Typical of me)

Sodoloyy Psychology Biology

0 P 0
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Cornp LA 2 yr. TotalStep (n-60) (n41) (n.60) (N-141) (n..75) (n.38) (no37) (N-180) (n-105) (n.45) (n-65) (N-215)

I seiect course content 88.7 79.0 88.4 86.3 88.7 100.0 81.8 87.7 95.2 88.9 92.3 93.0

I think about student needs, preparation
and characteasbcs 51.7 52.6 85.0 57.8 57.3 54.0 82.1 58.4 70.2 88.7 57.8 65.7

I select oblecives based on
external standards 25.0 57.9 25.0 27.4 22.7 24 3 28.3 25.2 20.4 27.3 28.5 24.3

I draw prime* on my own background
and experience 62.7 75.0 65.0 85.5 62.7 57.9 87.2 63.4 81.1 82.3 80.9 81.4

I select textbcfka, other resources 62.7 80.0 71.7 69.0 84.0 40.0 49.2 55.5 58.3 73.4 78.1 87.4

I base my chc4ce of activities on what I
believe prorates learning 59 3 60.0 75.0 68.2 68.7 53.3 68.7 65.0 50.9 63.8 85.6 58.0

I exarrine student evaluations from
previous courses 58 0 50.0 40.8 48.5 52.4 42.1 53.7 51.1 32.7 42.2 42.2 37.5

I exanine examinations from
previous courses 45 0 55 0 51.7 49.3 54 7 21.0 49 2 45 5 349 33.4 58.3 41.0

12132 7/2119C
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Tabie F.22(GE)-Conrinued

Response percentage (Typical of me)

Mat hernabcs Fine AlIs -
AA

Comp

Language

Total
s

Comp
1

LA
u

2 yr. Total
v

Comp
w
LA

x
2 yr. Total

8E1

LA
C.,

2 yr
Step (n.128) (n-58) (n.120) (N.$04) (n-109) (n-33) (n-83) (N-205) tn-91) (n.43) (n.38; (N.172)

I select course content 78.2 88.0 74.8 78.7 92.5 90.9 96.8 93.5 84.4 72.1 71.0 78.3

I tNnk about student needs, preparation
and characteristics 75.0 82.8 78.2 77.8 67 6 83.8 87.8 87.0 70.0 58.2 62.1 65.3

I seiect obiectIves based on
external standards 48.0 45.2 55.5 51.4 27.8 33.4 27.8 23.7 38.9 39.8 55.3 42.7

I draw prinwily on my own background
and experience 50.0 58.7 50.9 52.1 61.5 51.6 82.3 60.1 88.5 55 8 60.5 83.8

1 select textbooks, other resource* 45.2 55.2 38.1 43.5 63.0 88.8 01.9 63.2 72.8 81.4 60.4 73.9

I base my choice of activities on what I
believe promotes teaming 54.0 58.9 65.9 59.2 63.8 63.8 70.1 65.8 77.8 83.3 73.8 78.2

I examine student evakiations from
previous courses 34.4 41.4 37.0 38.8 32.7 39.4 3e.7 35.7 43.4 55.0 50.0 48.0

I exanine examinations from
previous counies 57.3 48.3 49.6 52.5 40.0 51.fi 48.3 44.5 47.8 44.2 60.5 49.7

t 283 7127190

Table F.22(131

Steps Faculty Consider In Course Planniri (By College Type Althin Reids)

Response percentage (Typical of me)

Ed. Psychology Nursing Business

Step

DD
Comp
(n.29)

EE FF.
LA 2 yr.

(n.15) (n-4)
Total

(N-48)

CZ HI-1*

Comp LA
(n-28) (n-10)

II
2 yr.

(n-32)
Total

(N-68)

JJ
Comp
(n-30)

KW LL
LA 2 yr.

(n-14) (n.47)
Total

(N-91)

I seiect course content 88.2 100.0 89.2 92.0 98.9 92.4 90.0 87.3 88.9

I think about student needs, preparation
and characteristics 68.8 85.7 80.4 80.0 84.4 81.9 78.7 78.8 77.0

I seiect obitictives based on
external standards 48.2 78.8 57.4 64.0 71.9 71.2 43.4 59.5 51.7

I draw prim* on my own background
and experience 51.7 50.0 55.3 24.0 34.4 30.3 53.3 68.1 83.8

I select textbooks, other resources 55.2 42.9 53.2 80.8 65.7 71.8 80.0 53.2 59.4

I base my choice of activities on what I
believe promotes learning 82.2 92.9 84.8 72.0 71.9 74.2 83.3 70.3 74.7

I examine student evakrations from
previous courses 55.2 50.0 53.2 84.0 59.4 68.2 36.7 44.7 42.9

I examine examinations from
previous courses 55.2 42.8 48.9 78.0 58.3 62.1 50.0 46.8 48.4

Eliminated from corrperison due to small sampie size.

1204 1/ 2741



Tabie F2340E)

Vow* Morning Steps I Tsla Rrsr (by COW* Typol4Ithin Robs)

Response percentage (First step)

Composition Literature History

A
Comp

B
LA

C
2 yr. Total

D
Comp

E
LA

F

2 yr. Total
G

Comp
H
LA 2 yr. Total

Flret Step (11.178) (11.82) (11.155) (N.415) (n.121) (n.43) (n.46) (N.210) (11.129) (n.55) (n.77) (N.263)

I Kiect Course content 29.3 32.1 33.8 31.6 44.8 50.0 45.2 45.9 57.0 68.8 . 55.1 59.0

I di* about student needs, preparation,
and characHtrisics 21.0 25.6 21.1 22.0 10.5 17.8 18.7 13.3 4.4 7.8 8.7 6.4

I select objectives based on
external standards

i draw primarily on my own badwound
and expedence

5.1

15.9

5.1

17.9

12.7

13.4

8.0

15.4

2.9

25.7

2.9

14.7

2.4

23.8

2.8

23.2

0.0

28.1

0.0

15.7

5.8

18.0

1.7

22.8

I select textbooks, other resources 8.4 5.1 2.1 4.5 5.7 5.9 0.0 4.4 8.1 5.9 2.9 5.1

I base my chokm ot activities on what I
believe promotes learning 21.0 14.1 14.1 17.0 10.5 5.9 9.5 9.4 4.4 2.0 7.2 4.7

I exarnine student evakiations from
previous courses 0.8 0.0 1.4 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4

I examine exarNnationt from
previous courses 0.8 0.0 1.4 0.8 0.0 2 9 2.4 0 0 0 0 0.0 1.4 0 0

I 38i 41844

Table F.23{GE}-Continued

Response percentage (First step)

Sociology Psychology d ry

Not N 0
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

Flrst Step (n.60) (n.21) (n.60) (N.141) (n.75) (n.38) (n.67) (N.i80) (n.105) (n.45) (n-65) (N.215)

I SAKI count+ Content 47.2 47.1 42.9 45.2 83.1 77.1 50.8 81.3 69.1 40.0 63.3 81.4

I di* about student needs, preparation,
and charachidetics 17.0 5.9 10.7 12.7 10.8 2.9 14.3 10.4 8.2 22.5 8.3 11.2

I select oblectives based on
external standards 5.7 5.9 3.8 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0 2.1 5.0 5.0 3.8

I drew primarily on my born baskground
and experience 22.8 29.4 19.8 22.2 13.8 11.4 17.5 14.7 11.3 20.0 10.0 12.7

I select teidbooka, other resources 5.7 5.9 12.5 8.7 7.7 5.7 3./ 5.5 5.2 5.0 5.0 5.1

I bsse my choice ot Whales on what I
beilsve woman leaming 1.9 5.9 8.9 5.8 4.6 2.9 12.7 7.4 2.1 7.5 5.0 4.1

I xamine student evaluations from
previous (MUMS 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.8 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.6 1.0 0.0 1.7 1.0

I examine eximelations from
previous courss 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0.0 1 7 1 0

3 1 5
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Tat* F.23(Gp-continved

Mathematics

First Step
Comp

(n-128)
LA

(n.58)
2 yr.

(n.120)

I select course oontent 41.8 50.0 31.3

I think about student needs, preparation,
and charrcterlstics 21.2 16.0 28.8

I select obledivits badd on
extemal standards 9.7 16.0 10.7

I cks* pOrnerity on my own background
and experience 13.3 8.0 10.7

I select textbooks, other resources 3.5 8.0 6.3

I base my choice of &chides on what I
believe promotes learning 6.2 2.0 11.6

I examine student evaluations from
previous courses 1.8 0.0 1.8

I exanine examinations from
previous courses 2.7 0.0 0 9

Response percentage (First step)

Total
(M-304)

Fine Arts Language

38.9

22.5

11.3

11.3

5.5

7.6

1.5

1.5

V
Comp

(n4.109)

W
LA

(n.33)

X
2 yr.

(n-83)
Total

(N.205)

AA
Comp
(n-91)

BB
LA

(n.43)

CC
2 yr. Total

(ru-38) (N.172)

49.0 72.7 61.7 53.9 29.1 52.5 44.1 38.1

13.0 0.0 21.7 13.5 14.0 10.0 8.8 11.9

1.0 3.0 5.0 2.6 8.1 5.0 8.8 7.5

18.0 6.1 10.0 13.5 15.1 20.0 8.8 15.0

11.0 6.1 5.0 8.3 16.3 5.0 14.7 13.1

6.0 9.1 5.0 6.2 17.4 7.5 14.7 14.4

2.0 0.0 1.7 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 3.0 0 0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

.383 7 2110

Table F.23(P)

'Cam Planning Steps I Take Rrsr (by College Type Wthin Fields)

Ed. Psychology

Firel Step

DD
Comp
(n-29)

EE FF.
LA 2 yr.

(n.15) (n.4)

I diect course content 19.2 30.8

I think about student needs, preparation,
and charactedslics 34.6 15.4

I select oblioctivos based on
external standards 23.1 15.4

I draw prImarly on my own background
and experience 3.8 15.4

I select textbooks other resources 7.7 15.4

I base my choice of activities on what I
baileys promotes teaming 7.7 7.7

I examine student evakiations from
previous courses 3.8 0 0

I examine exarrilatIons from
previous courses 0 0 0 0

Total
(N-48)

21.4

26.2

19.0

11 9

11.9

7.1

2.4

0 0

Response percentage (First step)

Nursing Business

ZZ HH.
Comp LA
(n-26) (n.10)

II

2 yr.
(n.32)

Total
(N-68)

J.J

Comp
(n-30)

KX LL
LA 2 yr.

(n-14) (n-47)
Total

(M.91)

42.9 57.1 47.4 44 4 29.3 38.3

23.8 17.9 19.3 29.6 17.1 18 5

19.0 14.3 19.3 3.7 17.1 11.1

0 0 0.0 0 0 7 4 22.0 16 0

4.8 7.1 5.3 7 4.9 7.4

4.8 3 6 7 0 7 4 4 9 6 2

4.8 0.0 1 0 0 0 4.9 2 5

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Eliminated frorn conpansun We to smaN sarrple size..

3 , 13134. alfr110



Table F.24(GE)

Ways o I Communicating GosAs to Student, (by CoNoge Type Within Rods)

Response percentage (Rely on method)

Composition Literature History

A B C D E F G H
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

Method (n.178) (n.82) (r.155) (N.415) (n.121) (n-43) (n-46) (N-210) (n.129) ((7.55) (n.77) (N-263)

Describe in syltatus-delailed 64.5 68.3 64.6 07.8 58.3 65.2 73.4 83.0 55.9 58.5 73.1 61.6

Streu during Aril class 74.7 75.6 79.1 76.5 70.2 81.0 82.3 75.0 75.4 75.9 76.2 76.4

Siren periodically 81.1 85.4 60.2 81.6 72.7 66.7 66.7 70.2 69.2 60.4 65.4 66.3

now students to Inter from assignMentS 67.6 62.2 69.0 67.1 72.5 74.4 71.1 72.0 53.4 56.6 65.4 57.6

tly discuss goals in assignments 82.8 73.2 83.5 81.2 Hi 67.4 68.9 67.0 50.8 61.1 69.2 58.8

2381712240

Table F 24(GE)--Continued

Response percentagu (Rely on method)

Sociology Psychology Biology

0
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Ccrnp LA 2 yr. TotalMethod (n.60) (n.21) (n.60) (P4.141) (n.75) tn.38) ((7.87) (P4.180) (n.105) (n.45) (n-65) (N415)

Describe syllabus-detailed 61.7 83.2 82.7 62.3 87.5 68.5 84.1 613.5 47.0 70.5 54.1 54.1
Stress duang Aril class 66.7 73.7 69.5 68.8 78.3 78.3 81.3 79.0 60.0 0.2 04.5 63.
Stress periodically 68.7 63.2 76.3 70.3 56.8 88.4 85.6 82.5 53.0 63.7 67.8 59.7
Allow students to Infer from assignments 58.3 89.5 62.7 64.5 42.7 65.8 73.5 83.0 47.5 47.7 54.9 49.8
Explicitly dIscuu goals in assignments 68.8 88.4 69.5 86.2 83.5 83.2 88.8 85.3 52.6 52.3 59.7 54 6

317
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Table F.24(0E)-Continuo

Mathematics

Method
Comp

(n-126)

I
LA

(n-58)

Describe sytlebue-detelted 39.9 59.6

Stress Wring WM clue 61.3 50.8

Streim pedocically 66.9 61.4

Mow students to Inter from assignments 58.1 45.6

Evict* (WM goals In asalgnments 82.9 53.5

U
2 yr. Total

(11-120) (N404)

58.3 51.0

51.7 55.9

88.4 65.7

60.5 56.7

58.0 59.1

Table F.24(P)

Ways of Corntrunicaang Goats to Students (by College Type 144thin Reds)

Method

Ed. Psychology

DO EE FF.
Comp LA 2 yr. Total
(n-29) (n-15) (n-4) (N-48)

Descdbe In syNebus-detalled 79.3 86.7 79.2

Stress Wring 4rst class 65.5 73.3 68.7

Stress periodically 65.5 73.3 70.8

Allow students to Info from assignments 51.7 53 4 52.1

ExclIcitfy discuss goals ln assignments 88.2 80 0 85.5

Response percentage (Rely on method)

Fine Ms Language

V
Comp

(11.109)

W
LA

(1)43)

X
2 yr.

(na63)
Total

(N.205)

AA
Comp
(n41)

BB
LA

(n.43)

CC
2 yz.

(n.38)
Total

(N.172)

64.8 48.5 75.4 65.3 67.1 56.1 88.4 64.7

79.8 60.6 81.0 77.0 69. 73.8 83.1 89,1

69.2 83.8 89.9 88.4 75.0 78.5 83.1 73.2

68.2 66.7 73.0 69.4 74.1 65.8 68.4 70.7

64.8 69.7 74.6 68.6 67.5 59.5 73.6 66.8

2383 7127120

Response percentage (Rely on method)

Nursing Business

(33 MM. II KK. LL
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total
(11.28) (n.10) (n.32) (N-68) (n.30) (11.14) (rw47) (N-91)

84.6 78.2 83.8 70.0 72.3 72.8

92.3 59.4 74.6 76 7 72.4 75.9

82.8 75.0 79.1 70,0 65.9 69.3

57.7 61.3 57.5 62.0 88.1 83.4

88.4 71.9 79.2 86.7 68.1 66.0

Urn Mated from comparison due to smaN sarrpie size.

MN 1/17/90



Table F.25(GE)

Typical Method ol Anang (rig Course Content (by College Type iiithln Reids)

Response percentage ((ike my course)

Composition Literature History

A
Comp

a C
LA 2 yr. Total

0
Comp

E
LA

F

2 yr. Total
G

Comp
H
LA 2 yr. Total

Arrangement (n-178) (n-82) (n-155) (N-415) (n.121) (n-43) (n-48) (N.210) (ro.129) (n.55) (n.77) (N.263)

Way ntiallOneNpe °Cour in real worid
(Structurally based) 38.0 25.1 38.4 34.0 47.9 48.9 50.0 48.5 74.8 67.2 73.1 72.7

Way students wil use it in social,
personal, or career setting
(Know lee "a utilization) 42.3 28.0 37.4 37.8 15.9 18.3 28.1 18.3 14.1 9.1 24.3 18.0

Way map( concepts and relationships
are organized
(Concept based) 87.9 84.2 64.0 65.7 51.3 55.9 87.4 55.8 59.0 83.7 70.5 83.5

Way I know students leam
(Learning based) 78.8 81.7 75.5 78.1 47.9 34.9 55.6 46.9 27.2 30.9 47.4 34.1

So that students prepare directly
for careers
(Vocational) 22.4 8 5 20.2 18.7 7.4 2.3 4.4 5.8 3.2 10.9 16.7 8.8

Way knowledge has been created
In my held
(Knowledge creation) 29 3 23 2 31.2 28.8 27.5 34.6 43.4 32.0 37.0 29.1 50.0 39.2

To help students clarify values
and commitments
(Value based) 34 1 36 5 24 5 31.0 53.7 46 5 69.5 55.7 45.3 41.8 48.7 45 6

1017,2710

Table F.25(GE)-Confinued

Respdnse percentate (Uke my course)

Sociology Psychology Biology

Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

Arrangement (0.60) (n.21) (n-60) (N-141) (0-75) (n-38) (n.87) (N.180) (0.105) (n..45) (n.65) (N-215)

Way relaboneNps occur In real world
(Structuraity based) 38.2 47.6 45.0 41.7 42.9 34.2 41.8 40.5 58.8 68.2 84.1 82.4

Way students wil use It In social,
personal or career setting
(Knowledge utilzatIon) 31.8 38.1 55.0 42.7 38.0 21.1 40.3 34.4 9.8 29.6 18.7 18.7

Way maior concepts and relationships
are organized
(Concept based) 86.2 90.5 81.8 84.9 81.3 78.3 74 2 77.8 88.3 84 5 89.2 87.7

Way I know students learn
(Learning based) 52.8 42 9 48.7 48.5 49.4 44.7 50.0 48.8 45.1 42.2 41.2 43.4

So that students prepare directly
tor careers
(Vocational) 10 5 9.5 13.3 11 ',, 14.7 0.0 18 2 12.8 10.8 17.7 17.2 14.2

Way knowledge has been created
in my lisid
(Knowledge creation) 38 2 42 8 40.7 39.1 50.8 42 1 38.3 43.8 30.4 48.8 39.1 38.5

To help students clarify vabes
and commitments
(Value based) 45 4 3' 0 48.7 42 1 37 3 23.7 37.9 34 8 15.8 25.0 17 2 18.1

319



Table F .25(CIE)-Continued

Response percentage (Like my course)

Mathemabcs Fine Arts Language

Comp LA 2 yr. Total
V

Comp
W
LA

X
2 yr. Total

AA
Comp

BB
LA

CC
2 yr. Total

Arrangement (n.126) (n.58) (n.120) (n.304) (n.109) (n.33) (n-63) (n.205) (n.91) (n.43) (n.38) (n.172)

Way relationships occur In real world
(StructuraNy based) 34.1 55.1 39.1 40.2 66.0 69.7 56.4 63.6 30.0 31.0 37.8 32.0

Way students WI use it In social,
personal, or carw setting
(Knowledge utilization) 25.4 25.9 27.5 26.3 16.7 3.0 27.5 17.7 40.0 39.5 35.1 38.8

Way major concepts and relationships
are organized
(Concept based) 80.9 87.9 83.3 03.2 72.2 54.6 60.3 65.7 54.0 53.5 59.4 55.0

Way I know students learn
(Learning based) 68.8 87.3 72.5 69.9 39.9 51.5 57.4 47.0 81.2 74.4 72.9 77.8

So that students prepare directly
for careers
(Vocational) 38.5 22.4 28.4 30.6 5.6 3.0 9.7 6.4 18.7 17.1 29.7 19.8

Way knowledge has been created
In my fleld
(Knowledge creation) 38.9 35.1 33.4 38.0 25.9 30.3 29.0 27.6 10.0 19.0 27.0 15.5

To help students clartly values
and commitments
(Value based) 4.8 1 8 4.2 4.0 19.7 30.3 38.7 27.2 7.8 17.1 16.2 11 9

1963 72790

Table F.25(P)

Typical Method of Arranging Course Content (by College Type Within Fields)

Arrangement

Response percentage (Uke my course)

Ed. Psychology Nursing Business

DD
Comp
(n.29)

EE FF.
LA 2 yr.

(n.15) (n.4)
Total

(N.48)

C3
Comp
(0.26)

1-11-1. II
LA 2 yr.

(n.10) (n.32)
Total

(N.68)

JJ
Comp
(n.30)

KK LL
LA 2 yr.

(n.14) (n.47)
Total

(N.91)

Way relationships occur In real world
(Structuraity based) 48.1 28.5 42.2 46.2 48.4 45.4 46.6 28.1 34.4

Way students will use It In social,
personal, or' career setting
(Knowledge utilization) 57.1 71.4 63.1 54.0 88.8 62.1 78.7 54.3 62.3

Way major concepts and rethtionships
are organized
(Coneept based) 75.0 83.8 78.1 96.1 84.8 91.0 70.0 58.7 62.2

Way I know students learn
(Learning based) 57.2 64.3 58.5 80.7 74.2 74.2 50.0 50.0 48.9

So that students prepare directly
tor MOWS
(Vocational) 80.7 57 1 56.6 69.2 90.6 80.8 56.7 56.5 56 7

Way knowlecVe has been created
In my fleld
(Knowledge creation) 25.0 14.3 21.8 38 5 21.9 29 9 60 0 30.5 26.6

To help oludents clarity values
and COMMilMOnts
(Value based) 46.4 21.4 37.0 50.0 25 0 40 3 40.0 43.5 41 1

Eliminated from comparison doe to small ear* size.

320 1904 7127i90



Table F.26(GE)

Preferred Patterns of Arranging COUIRO Content (try College Type IN1thin Fields)

Response percentage (First choice)

Composition Literature History

A B C D E F 0 H
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

Preferred Pattern (n-178) (n.82) (n-155) (N-415) (n-121) (n.43) (n.46) (N-210) (n-129) (n-55) (n.77) (N-283)

Way relationships occur In real world
(Structurally based) 5.'.2 3.9 4.8 4.0 19.5 27.0 30.0 23.2 45.2 44.0 51.5 48.8

Way students will use It In social,
persona& or career setting
(Knowledge utilization) 12.3 10.4 8.3 10.3 2.7 5.4 0.0 2.8 0.9 2.0 3.0 1.7

Way mai°, concepts and relationships
are organized
(Concept based) 26.5 27.3 33.8 29.4 34.5 35.1 30.0 33.7 23.5 30.0 25.8 25.5

Way I know students loam
(Leaming based) 41.9 44.2 37.2 40.6 14.2 13.5 5.0 12.1 5.2 2.0 1.5 3.5

So that students prepare directly
for careers
(Vocational) 1.9 2.6 4 8 3.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.4

Way knowledge has been created
in my fiekl
(Knowledge creation) 6.5 3.9 4.8 5.3 4.4 10.8 2.5 5.3 12.2 4.0 10.6 10.0

To help students clarify values
and commitments
(Value based) 5.8 7.8 6.2 6.4 24.8 8.1 32.5 23.2 13.0 18.0 6.1 12.1

20e 7/27,90

Table F.26(GE)

Preferred Patterns of Arranging Course Content (By College Type IN1thin Fields)

Response percentage (First choice)

Sodology Psychology Biology

Preferred Pattern
Comp
(n.80)

LA
(n.21)

2 yr.
(n-60)

Total
(N-141)

Comp
(n.75)

LA
(n.38)

2 yr.
(n-67)

Total
(N-180)

Comp
(n-105)

LA
(n-45)

2 yr.
(n-85)

Total
(N-215)

Way relatIonsNps occur In real world
(Structurally based) 1.8 5.6 5.3 3.8 11.8 7.9 3.3 7.8 20.4 15.0 28.2 21.1
Way etUdells US, It in social,
personal, or career settkig
(Knowledge utilization) 10.9 16.7 14.0 13.1 4.3 5.3 20.0 10.2 63.3 5.0 0.0 1.0
Way rnalor concepts and relationships
are organized
(Concept based) 47.3 68.7 49.1 50.8 59.4 68.4 51.7 58.7 11.2 50.0 59.0 59.3
Way I know students team
(Learning based) 20.0 5 6 7.0 12.3 5.8 7.9 10.0 7 3 1.0 10.0 6.2 10.1
So that students prepare directly
for careers
(Vocational) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.5 0.0 1.0
Way knowledge has been created

field
(KnowreQe creation) 9.1 5 6 10.5 9.2 8.7 7.9 6.7 7.8 3.1 7.5 4.9 4.5
To help students clarify values
and commitments
(Value based) 10.9 0 0 14.0 10.8 10.1 2.6 8 3 7 a 1 0 10.0 3 0

BEST COPY MAILABLE
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Table F.28(GE)-Continued

Response percentage (First choice)

Mathematics Fine Arts Lannuage

Comp LA 2 yr. Total
V

Comp
W
LA

X

2 yr. Total
AA

Comp
BB
LA

CC
2 yr. Total

Preferred Pattern (n-128) (n.Z8) (n-120) (N-304) (n-109) (n-33) (n-63) (N-205) (1..9 ) (n.43) (n.38) (N.172)

Way rolationeNpe maw In real world
(Structurally based) 5.0 3.8 1.6 3.5 35.9 33.3 28.1 33.2 2.4 7.7 8.3 4.5

Way students will usellIn enclai,
personal, Of career setting
(Knowledge utilization) 4.1 3.8 4.4 4.2 1.9 3.0 0.8 4.1 14.5 15.4 15.8 14.9

Way mop% concepts and relationships
are organized
(Concept based) 57.9 55.8 54.0 55.9 37.9 33.3 33.3 35.6 21.7 20.5 31.3 23.4

Way I know students learn
(Leamlng based) 20.7 17.3 30.1 23.8 11.7 18.2 17.5 14.5 55.4 53.8 40.6 51.9

So that students prepare drectly
tor careers
(Vocational) 7.4 13.5 8.2 8.0 2.9 0.0 1.8 2.1 2.4 2.6 3.1 2.6

Way knowledge has been created
In my field
(Knowledge creation) 5.0 5.8 3.5 4.5 6.8 9.1 3.5 6.2 3.i: 0 0 3.1 2.6

To help students clarify values
and commitments
(Value based) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.9 3.0 7.0 4.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0

2083 7 27.30

Table F.26(P)

Preferred Patterns of Arranging Course Content (by College T).pe Althin Fields)

Preferred Pattern

Response percentage (First choice)

Ed. Psychology Business

DD
Comp
(n.29)

EE FF.
LA 2 yr.

(n.15) (n.4)
Total

(N.48)

03
Comp
(n.26)

NH. II
LA 2 yr.

(n.10) (n.32)
Total

(N-68)

JJ
Comp
(n.30)

KK LL
LA 2 yr.

(n.14) (n.47)
Total

(N.91)

Way relationships occur In real watt
(Structurally based) 4.2 0.0 2.8 4.0 7.1 4.8 3.7 7.3 4.9

Way students *Ouse II In social,
personal, or career setting
(Knowledge utilzation) 8.3 18.2 12.8 24.0 14.3 17.7 37.0 22.0 25.9

Way malor concepts and relabonships
are organized
(Concept based) 54.2 54.5 51.3 44.0 39.3 46.8 40.7 22.0 30.9

Way I know students learn
(Leaming based) 4.2 18.2 7.7 0.0 14.3 6.5 3.7 12.2 8.6

So that students prepare dirocuy
for careers
(Vocational) 18.7 9.1 12.8 20.0 25.0 19.4 3 7 26.8 18.5

Way knowledge has been created
In my field
(Knowledge creation) 0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 0 0 3.7 2.4 3.7

To help students Clarify values
and commitments
(Value based) 12.5 0.0 10.3 8.0 0.0 4 8 7.4 7.3 7 4

Elminated from convention due to smaN sanvie size.

2084 712140



TMA F.27(13E)

Ways of Assisetv and Motetoting Student Learning (by Co liege Type Within Fields)

Responsa percenta-^ (Uke what I do)

Composition Literature History

A
Camp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

Method (n.178) (n-82) (n-155) (N.415) (n.121) (n.43) (n.48) (N.210) (n.129) (n.55) (n.77) (N.263)

Provide extra help sessions 83.8 63.4 61.1 82.7 38.1 37.2 63.1 42.3 45.8 47.3 48.8 48.3

Proide MfUCtUre tO clarify matenal 81.2 77.7 85.1 82.0 80.9 78.2 72.2 79.3 78.6 85.2 94.9 83.9

Find ways to motivate students 87.8 84.2 81.9 84.7 80.0 88.4 89.1 83.7 79.7 74.1 82.3 79.4

Show enthusiasm for subfact MG 97.8 98.8 98.9 99.2 100.0 100.0 99.5 98.9 98.4 97.4 97.0

Show personal concern II. students 98.0 82.8 94.8 94.9 92.5 93.0 93.4 92.9 92.2 87.1 89.8 90.4

Phoide role model for students 84.1 87.8 79 9 83.2 79.7 88.1 82.8 82.1 70.8 77.7 82.8 75.8

25131 P27/90

Table F.27(GE)-Confinued

Response percentdge (Uke what I do)

Sociology Psychology Biology

0
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

Method (n.60) (n.21) (n-60) (N-141) (n.75) (n-38) (n.67) (N.180) (n.105) (n.45) (n.65) (N.215)

Provide extra help sessions 42.4 57.9 44.0 45.3 38.0 55.2 49.3 45.0 49.1 53.3 40.0 47.2

Provide 81111,1111 to cturIty material 81.4 85.0 81.4 81.9 81.3 88.8 88.2 84.3 80.4 82.3 77.0 79.7

Find ways to motivate students 78.7 75.0 93.3 83.4 82.9 84.2 57.7 84.9 77.8 80.0 81.5 79.5

Show enthusiasm for sublect 98.8 100.0 98.3 97.9 98.7 100.0 98.4 98.9 95.2 97.8 93.8 95.3

Show personal concern for students 88.7 95.0 93.2 90.7 84.0 97.4 93.8 90.4 87.5 100.0 90.8 91.2

Provide role model tor students 83.3 90.0 88.2 86.3 85.1 88.8 88.1 85.9 74.3 73.4 77.0 74.9

2682 1/17/10
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Tabie F.27(GE)-Confinued

Response percentage (Uke what I do)

Mathematics Fine Ans Language

Comp LA 2 yr. Total
V

Comp
W
LA

X
2 yr. Total

AA
Comp

BB
LA

CC
2 yr. TotalMethod (n.126) (n-58) (n-120) (N-304) (n-109) (n-33) (n-63) (N.205) (n41) (n-43) (n-38) (N-172)

Provide extra 40 sessions 58.4 55.2 70.8 62.0 37.0 38.4 40.3 37.9 56.7 82.8 52.7 57.3
Provide structure to clarify matedia 75.6 91.4 89.1 84.0 75.2 75.0 85.9 78.7 94.3 83.8 92.1 91.1
Find ways to motivate students 81.3 74.2 73.3 68.8 80.7 78.8 90.1 82.3 MG 92.9 74.7 85 3
Show enthusiasm for WOO 92.7 93.1 95.8 94.0 97.3 100.0 98.4 98.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Show personal concern for students 87.0 84.7 95.8 91.1 62.6 93.9 95.3 93.8 95.6 100.0 100.0 97.7
Provide role modal for students 75.0 74.2 82.5 77.8 81.4 93.9 84.1 84.3 91.1 92.8 78.9 88.8

2503 7/2790

Table F.27(P)

Ways of Assisting and Monitoring Student Learning (by College Type Within Re lds)

lAethod

Resconse perceniaon (Like what I do)

Ed. Psychology Nursing Business

DO
Comp
(rf-29)

EE FF.
LA 2 yr.

(n-15) (n-4)
TAtal

(N-48)

03
Comp
(n-28)

RH' II
LA 2 yr.

(n-10) (n-32)
Total

(N-68)

JJ
Comp
(n-30)

KK LL
LA 2 yr.

(n-14) (rk.47)
Total

(N-91)

Provide extra help sessions 34.8 33.3 41.7 73.1 87.5 78.1 43.3 84.5 38.3
Provide struct.re to clarify material 88.2 86.7 87.5 100.0 84.4 92.8 83.4 38.2 79.1
Find ways to motivate students 82.8 86.7 85.5 88.5 84 4 88.1 96.4 78.8 85.8
Show enthuqum for subfect 98.8 86.7 93.8 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 89.4 98.9
Show pereonal concem for students 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100 0 100.0 96.7 100.0 95 8
Provide role modal for students 100.0 100.0 100.0 98.1 100.0 98.5 98.7 95.8 92 3

Elminsted from comparison We to small sample sac.

Si

2.504 7/7;



Table F.28(GE)

Useful Incicatots o. Student Learning (by Co Nege Type Within Fiekis)

Response percentage

Composition

Indicator

A
Comp

(n-178)

B
LA

(n-82)

Elwin* results of ,WIZZOWOUrfle 37.8 22.9

Watch student WAN 95.5 93.9

Observe discussions and parlidpation 98.1 96.3

Observe aftef-clasa questions 72.4 70.8

Observe frequency of student office visits 70.2 70.7

Observe clan attendance 93.2 93.9

Observe frequency of completed
assignments 92.1 93.9

Analyze student papers and themes 92.1 95.1

Exanine student COurse evakiatlons 11.8 8.6

Analyze student it:tamale 19.9 12.2

Literature

C 0 E F
2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

(n-155)(N-415) (n.121) (ri.-43) (n.48) (N.210)

47,8 40.8 37.2 28.0 34.8 34.8

96.1 96.5 95.8 100.0 89.1 95.7

92.9 95.9 98.3 100.0 97.8 99.0

65.2 70.4 69.4 72.1 78.1 71.8

54.8 e5.7 58.3 53.5 69.8 60.4

93.5 94..8 97.5 90.7 95.8 98.1

92.9 94.8 58.9 67.4 78.2 70.8

96.8 95.1 53.7 62.8 60.9 57.7

9.2 10.3 7.4 2.3 15.2 8.1

14.2 16.4 10.0 9.3 13.3 10.7

itXg. Percentage caulated on all non-missing variables. including "not applicable.'

Table F 28(GE)-Confinued

Response percentage

indicator

J
Comp

(n-60)

Exanine results of quizzes/exams 20.0

Watch student faces 95.0

Observe discussion and participations 88.7

Observe after-class questions 71.e

Observe frequency of student office visits e5.0

Observe dass attendance 90.0

Observe frequency of completed
assignments 51.7

Analyze student papers and themes 31.6

ExaMne student course evaluations 5.0

Analyze student )oumais 3.3

Sociology Psychology

K L
LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

(n.21) (n.80)(N-141) (n-75) (n.38) (n.87) (N-180)

9.5 33.3 24.8 30.7 31.5 23.9 28.5

100.0 98.7 99.3 97.4 88.8 97.0 95.8

90.5 95.0 92.7 85.3 94.3 89.8 89.9

80.9 66.6 72.9 58.7 63.1 134.1 62.3

71.4 45.0 58.7 57 4 60.5 55.2 58.2

95.2 95.0 94.9 93.4 92 ' 85.1 90.5

33.4 56.7 52.2 49.4 42.1 44.8 48.4

19.0 28.4 29.2 18.9 18.5 22.4 20.2

0.0 8.8 6.0 8.2 0.0 9.0 6.8

4 8 3.4 3.8 4.0 0.0 7 7 4.4

History

0
Comp

(n.129)

H
LA

(n.55)
2 yr.

(n.77)
Total

(N.263)

28.3 18.2 30.4 27.4

94.e 81.8 813.1 88.1

95.5 85.5 91.1 91.8

53.1 60.0 813.5 63.8

55.8 56.4 54.4 me

88.4 98.4 91.2 93.0

45.7 50.9 51.9 50.e

24.9 27.2 27.9 27.1

3.2 3.e 11.4 6 0

3.3 5 4 5 3 4.4

260i 7/2710

Biology

Comp LA 2 yr. Total
(n.45) (n.45) (n.65) (N-215)

40.0 51.1 55.4 47.8

91.5 95.6 95.4 93.9

81.9 80.0 90.8 84.e

55.5 82.2 64.6 60.1

50.5 53 3 %,..6 58.0

88.8 88.6 87.8 87.4

49.5 46 7 46.1 48.4

15 3 20.0 18.7 17.5

1.0 11.3 1.5 3.3

1.9 2.3 0.0 1.4

NO. Percentage caulated on all non-missing variables. including "not applicable.'
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Table F.28(GE)-Confinued

Response percentage

Mathematics Fine Arts Language

S T U V W X AA BB CC
Indicator (na128) (n.58) (n.120)(N.304) (n-109) (n.33) (n.83) (N-205) (n-91) (n.43) (n.38) (N172)

Exerting results ol quIrres/exams 60.0 70.7 61.8 62.9 23.9 33.3 30.2 27.0 63.5 83.7 84.2 84.7

Watch studen1 faces 94.5 100.0 97.5 97.1 91.7 96.9 68.9 92.8 95.6 97.7 97.4 97.1

Observe clecusrione and participation 88.8 91.4 90.7 90.4 66.2 97.0 90.5 91.0 95.8 97.7 97.4 97.1

Observe after-class questions 69.0 69.0 70.0 70.1 56.9 69.7 76.2 66.2 53.9 48.8 71.1 58.1

Obeerve frequency of student otfice visas 77.0 86.3 70.0 77.0 45.0 66.7 39.8 48.2 61.6 58.1 47.4 58.3

Observe dass attendance 84.1 93.1 f.16.7 91.4 65.3 100.0 90.5 91.0 93.4 97.7 97.3 95.9

Observe frequency of completed
assignments 65.8 70.7 65.0 67.1 57.6 75.8 63.5 93.8 85.7 90.7 88.8 88.2

Analyze student papers and themes 17 8 28.7 20.2 20.6 37.8 24.2 30.1 33.8 47.3 51.1 47.4 48.5

Examine student course evaluations 4.8 6.9 3.4 4.7 4.8 3.0 12.9 7.0 8.8 11.9 10.5 9.0

Analyze student )oumals 0.8 10.0 0.8 0.7 5.5 3 0 4.9 5.0 1.1 4.9 5.3 3.0

No. Percentage calculated on all non-missing variables, including snot applicable."

2683 n27190

Table F.28(P)

Useful Indiactors ot Student Learning (by College Type iilthin Fields)

Response percentage

Ed. Psychology Nursing Business

Indicator

DD
Comp
(n-26)

EE FF.
LA 2 yr.

(n-15) (n-4)
Total

(N.018)

C HH
Comp LA
(n-k26) (n-10)

II

2 yr.
(n-32)

Total
tN-68)

JJ
Comp
(n-30)

XX' LL
LA 2 yr .

(n.14) (11.-47)
Total

(N41)

Exarrine results of quizzes/exams 20.8 13.3 18.7 38.5 88.8 53.0 33.3 40.4 35.2

Watch student faces 93.1 100.0 95.8 92.3 93.8 94.0 90.0 93.8 93.4

Observe discussions and panlcipation 89.7 100.0 93.8 92.3 96.9 95.6 98.7 95.7 98.7

Observe after-class questions 51.7 46.7 55.3 57.7 66.7 64.6 60.0 72.3 84.9

Observe frequency of student office visits 55.2 40.0 50.1 48.2 81.3 69.7 86.8 51.1 57.8

Cbtelve class attendance 66.9 93.3 79.2 92.3 93.8 92.6 93.3 91.5 92.3

Observe frequIncy of completed
assignments 65.5 60.0 64.8 80.7 90.7 86.6 73.3 61.7 67.1

Analyze student papers and themes 31.0 20.0 29.2 42.3 56.3 51.5 36.7 34.1 34.4

Examine student course evaluations 3.4 6.7 6.4 23.1 3.2 12.1 10.3 12.8 10.0

Analyze student foumals 0.0 13.3 8.3 23.0 8.4 13.6 8.7 8.4 5.5

.
Eininated from comparison due to small Mimi' Size.

Wit Percentage calculated on all non-mIssing variables, including snot applicable."

241114 7V/00
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Table F.29(GE)

Confidence in indicators of Student Learning (By College Type Within Raids)

Response percentage

Composition

Cordidence In Aktikor

A
Cornp

(n-178)

B
LA

(n.02)

Examine results ot quizzes/exams 40.2 29.3

Watch student feces 52.3 53.8

Observe discussions and participation 58.8 63.3

Observe after-class questions 28.7 27.8

Observe frequency of student office visits 20.1 24.1

Observe dass attendance 38.9 45.0

Observe frequency of completed
assignments 58.8 68.7

Analyze student papers and themes 84.7 90.0

Examine student course evaluations 21.0 18.5

Analyze student Ioumais 14.9 17.9

Literatu.s History

C D E F G H
2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total
(n.155)(N.415) (n.121) (n.43) (n.48) (N.210)

41.8 38.8 58.8 62.8 55.6 58.8

45.0 49.9 39.0 30.2 53.5 40.2

50.7 58.5 82.1 44.2 68.7 59.3

21.2 24.8 24.8 18.6 35.8 25.7

18.1 19.4 7.7 7.1 15.8 9.3

45.4 42.5 37.1 37.2 47.7 39.4

68.9 82.4 50.8 56.1 81.4 54.2

89.4 87.5 73.3 79.1 71.1 74.0

.17.2 18.7 18.8 27.9 33.3 23.9

12.7 14.6 13.8 20.0 13.3 14.8

(n.129) (n.55) (n.77) (N.283)

68.8 88.0 68.4 88.1

36.0 30.8 38.4 35.0

44.9 35.3 48.1 43.9

15.3 18.0 20.8 17.1

13.3 5.8 8.0 10.1

32.8 39.2 40.3 38.4

37.7 34.0 48.7 39.7

55.8 80.0 57.9 57.2)

19.4 22.4 25.0 e 1.7

3.3 2.0 4.0 3 2

lAgle. 95% confidence only (code.4), taken as percentage of at respondents, including "not applicable.'

2791 7/27.90

Table F.29(GE)-Confinued

Response percentage

Confidence In indicator

J
Comp
(n.60)

Examine murk, ot quIzzes/exams 50.0

Watch student Wes 47.3

Observe discussions and participation 49.1

Observe after-clue questions 28.6

Observe frequency of student office visits 18.1

Observe class attendance 31.8

Observe frequency ol completed
assignments 33.3

Analyze student papers and themes 49.1

Examine student course evaluations 25.9

Analyze student journals 7.4

Sociology Psychology

K L PA N 0
LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

(n-21) (n-60) (N.141) (n.75) (n-38) (n-67) (N.180)

35.0 58.6 51.5 69.4 70.3 55.4 84.4

52.4 47.5 48.1 48.6 51.4 44.6 47.7

47.8 58.9 52.2 47.2 41.7 48.2 45.7

MO 24.1 28.7 19.4 18.2 23.1 20.1

14.3 7.0 11 9 13.9 13.5 12.3 13.2

38.1 43.1 37.5 33.3 22.2 29.2 29.5

47.0 40.7 38.7 27.8 18.7 28.6 25.0

57.1 50.0 50.7 32.4 41.7 40.0 37.2

15.8 14.0 19.4 28.8 22.9 20.8 25.9

10 1 14.0 10.7 5.5 5.4 14.1 8.8

tigla. 95% confidence only (code.4), taken as percentage of all respondents, includng 'not appiicabie."

327

Biology

P
Comp
(n.105)

0
LA

(n45)
2 yr.

(n-65)
Total

(N.215)

82.7 58.8 73.0 74.1

31.7 40.0 41.5 38.5

37.8 28.9 34.4 34.8

14.0 13.3 13.8 13.8

8.1 18.8 10.9 11.2

24.2 33.3 34.4 29.3

27.3 25.0 29.2 27.4

22.0 27.3 24.8 23.9

19.4 20.9 20.0 19.9

2.9 4.5 3.1 3.3

2782 7/27410



Table F.29(GE)--Contlnued

Confidence In indicator

Response percentage

Mathematics Fine Arts Language

S T U V W X AA BB OC
Cornp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total

(n.128) (n.58) (n.120)(N.304) (n.109) (n.33) (n-63) (N-205) (n-91) (n-43) (n-36) (N.172)

Examine results of quIzzeefexarna 85.4 88.0 80.7 83.8 58.2 51.5 65.5 58.2 78.4 72.1 67.8 73.4

Watch student faces 32.0 38.6 55.8 42.7 44.8 54.5 60.0 51.0 68.9 52.4 67.8 84.5

Mews dleCosseans and participation 33.8 33.9 45.0 38.2 42.3 56.3 54.1 48.2 75.6 73.2 70.3 73.6

Observe after-class questions 20.2 14.0 22.0 19.7 19.2 27.3 28.2 22.7 17.8 15.4 22.9 18.3

Observe frequency of student office visits 20.2 33.3 30.8 28.8 11.4 18.2 13.3 13.1 12.2 14.8 13.5 13.1

Observe dass attendance 33.8 45.8 39.5 38.2 43.3 42.4 52.5 46.0 82.9 70.7 45.9 81.1

Observe frequency of Completed
aselgnments 40.0 42.1 45.4 42.5 44.7 40.6 47,5 44.9 60.0 64.3 67.8 62.7

Analyze student papers and themes 15.2 18.1 17.6 18.3 51.4 60.6 45.0 51.0 40.0 34.9 32.4 37.1

Examine student (*wee evakiadons 11,3 19.8 15.4 14.5 18.3 27.3 27.9 22.7 20.5 24.4 25.0 22.4

Analyze student OUrilaid 4.0 0.0 0.8 0.3 8.7 12.1 5.0 8.1 1.1 4.9 5.6 3.0

Liela. 95% confidence only (code.4), taken as percentage of all respondents, Including "not applicable

211.13 7,27'90

Table F.29(P)

Confidence in Indicators ot Student Learning (by College Type Within Fields)

Confidence in Indicator

Response percentage

Ed. Psychology Nursing Business

CO EE FF. CX3 II JJ KK. LL
Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total Comp LA 2 yr. Total
(n.29) (n.15) (n.4) (.4.48) (n.28) (n.10) (n.32) (N.68) (n.30) (n.14) (n-47) (N-91)

Examine results of quizzes/exams 51.7 33.3 41.7

Watch student laces 51 .7 53.3 47.9

Obseiye aseusaione and participation 55.2 48.7 54.2

Observe atter-class questions 17.2 20.0 18.8

Observe frequency of student office visits 10 3 28.7 6.3

Cbserve clattil attendance 20.7 46.7 29.2

Observe frequency of completed
astegnments 37 9 40 0 39.8

Analyze student papers and themes 44.8 48.7 43.8

Examine student come evaluations

Analyze student journals

27 8 13 3

3 4 6 7

23 4

3

78.9

48.2

53.8

12.0

18.0

48 2

56 0

54.2

42.3

19.2

75.0

48.4

37.5

10.1

18.8

59.4

66.7

58 1

41 9

73.1 62.1

47.0 41.4

48.3 51.7

15.4 17 2

18.2 17 2

47 8 37 9

59 4

53.1

40 9

9 7 13 8

60.9

54.3

63.0

30.4

21.7

39.1

51.7 58.7

39.3 32.8

26.7 28.7

3.4 8.5

62.9

51.7

57 3

22.5

18 2

40 4

53 9

36.4

27.6)

4.5

Eliminated from commie:in due to ernaN sarrvile size.

NMI. 95% oonftdence only (000e-4), taken as percentage of all respondents, Including "not applcable.'.

2164 1(2780
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Appendix G

Tables

G.1 Associations Among Faculty Characterizations of Their Teaching Fields
G.2 Associations Among Influences of Discipline on Planning Introductory Courses
G.3 Associations Among Considerations Influencing Selection of Course Content
G.4 Associations Among Influences of Discipline in Planning Introductory Courses and

Selecting Course Topics

0.5 Associations Among Influences of Faculty Background and Beliefs in Planning
Introductory Courses

G.6 Associations Among Faculty Beliefs About Educational Purpose
G.7 Associations Among Content Influences on Course PlanningSummary (Faculty

Background and Discipline Influences)
G.8 Associaticns Among Perceived Characteristics of Sponsoring Programs
G.8 Associations Among Perceived Characteristics of Sponsoring Programs
G.9 Associations Among Perceived Characteristics of College
G.10 Influence of Goals and Missions on Planning Introductory Courses (Factor Analysis)
0.11 Influence of Student Characteristics in Planning Introductory Courses (Factor Analysis)
G.12 Influence of External Agencies on Planning Introductory Courses (Factor Analysis)
0.13 Influence of Various Facilities and Constraints in Course Planning (Factor Analysis)
G.14 Influence of Sources and Services in Planning Introductory Courses (Factor Analysis)
G.15 Contextual Influences on Course PlanningSummary Factor Analysis
G.16 Useful Sources of Teaching Assistance (Factor Analysis)
0.17 Steps in Course Planning (Factor Analysis)
0.18 Typical Sequencing of Content in Introductory Courses (Factor Analysis)
0.19 Ways of Assisting and Monitoring Student Learning (Factor Analysis)
G.20 Useful Indicators of Student Learniog (Factor Analysis)
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Table G.1

Associations Among Facthly Charactenzations of Their Teaching Rekis

Item

Fadors

1

Group of individuals shahng
related interest in inquiry;
phenomena to explain

2

Set 01 skills to be maStered
and applied

3
Organized body of knowledge,

concepts and operations

Mode ol inquiry 62

Interrelated set of interests and values .61

Skills to be mastered 88

Skills to be applied 87

Phenomena to explain .54

Indviduals who share common
interests in understanding world .63

Organized body ol knowierige 0.68

Interrelated concepts and operations 0.63

Percent variance 18 6 19.5 12.2

Total variance 19.6 38.1 50 3

Kaiser statistic - 0.77, N -2175

6G 12W

Table G.2

Associations Among hilluences of Discipbne on Planning Introductory Courst

Item

Fadors

1

Interrelatedness/
Student intellectual

development

2
Concepts and

mode of inquiry

3
Skill development

Students should:

Understand Important concepts and principles in field

Be introduced to the mode of inquiry in field

.77

50

Acquire essential skills in fiekt 84

See Invortance of relating field to other fields 50

Link concepts in i .y flekt it) social problems .73

Understand field can make an imponant
contribution to student development .66

Acquire specialized vocabulary in field at early stage

Examine diverse views about what is worth studying in held 61

Percent vahance 21 3 13.6 10.6

Total variance 21 3 34.9 45 5

Kaiser statistic 0 48, N .2269

3 3 1 I SGA 1/2W



Table G.3

Assocons Among Considerations Influencing Selection of Course Content

Item

Factors

1 2 3
Transrrission and Search for Me meaning Useful problem soNing

integration of great and finding enjoyment and career development
ideas and inquiry methods in learning

The topic:

Conveys important or fundamental concepts In field .51

Stimulates students in search for meaning .55

Assists students In searth for meaNngful career
.66

Is easy for students to learn .54

Haps students Integrate ideas Into accumulative knowledge base .52

Is enjoyable for students to learn .77

Encourages students to do more Investigation on their own .49 .55

Interrelates fundamental and lower level concepts into
broader principles .66

Is useful in solving problems, making decisions or perlorming
on the job

.73

Provides Important examples of inquiry In field 58

Percent variance 17.7 17.1 11.5
Total vahance 17 .7 34 8 46 3

Kaiser statistic - 0.59, N .2231

ISG

Table G.4

Associations Among influences of Discpane in PlanrWng Introductoty Courses ,ind Selecting Course Topics

Nem

Factors

1

Student development
(intellectual development,

problern-solving, investigation
on own, enjoyment of learning)

2
Transmit and Integrate
great ideas, concepts,

modes ot inquiry,
pdnaples

3
Vocational preparation,
career search, useful

problem solving

Students should:

Understand important concepts and principles in held

Be introduced 10 the mode 04 inquiry In field

Acquire essential skills it, field

63

52

.48
See irrportance c4 relating fleid to other Ilelds .39

Unk concepts In my held to social problems
65

Understand field can make en Import/IA
contribution to student development .59

Acquire specialized vocabulary in field at early stage

Examine diverse views about what Is worth studying In held 59

The Topic:

Conveys Important or fundaments! concepts in field
55

Stimulates students In search tor meaning
75

Assists students in search for meaningful carter
59

Is easy for students to learn
.39

Helpe students Integrate Ideas into a cumulative knowledge bass 44

isautsa 7126190

J 41



Table 0.4Continued

item

Factors

1

Student Wive Ktp,;7711
(Intellectual development

problem-eolvIng, Investigation
on own, enloyment of teaming)

2
Transmit and integrate
great Ideas, concepts,

modes oi Inquiry,
principles

3
Vocational preparation,
career search, useful

problem soNing

Is enloyabie for students to loam

Encourages students to do more Investigation on their own .62

interrelates fundamental and lower level concepts into
broader principles

Is useful In sofving problems, making decisions or performing
on the )ob

Provides Important examples of inquiry In field

Percent variance

Total variance

.62

18.3

18.3

.50

.65

.52

11.4 9.0

29.7 38.7

Kaiser statistic 0.62, N .2199

1 5G/t/160 7/26/90

Table 0.5

Associations Among Inf luerk ss of Faculty Background and Beliefs in Planning Introductory Courses

Item

Factors

1

Preparation in
academic field

2
Religious and
political beliefs

3
Teaching experience and
beliefs about educational

purpose and process

4
Pedagogical

training

My beliefs about educational purpose .57

My religious beliefs .67

My beliefs about teaching as a process 68

My political beliefs 64

Things learned through teaching experience .46

Things learned In formal education courses .70

Things learned In instructional workshops 70

Things learned as practitioner In field 61

Way the course was taught when I took it

My preparation as a scholar in the discipline .47

My preparation as a practitioner In the field 84

Percent variance 13.5 9 6 12 0 10 3

Total variance 13.5 23 1 35 1 45 4

Kaiser statistic . 0.59, N .2223

SOB 7/24/90



Table 0.8

Associations Among Faculty Beliefs About Educational Purpose

Kern

Factors

Student intellectual and
personal development

2

Vocational preparation/
Systematic Instruction

Social change 58

Effective thinking

Systematic Instruction 57

Vocational development 63

Determined by mission and resource constraints

Personal enrichment .62

Learn great Was of humanity 45

Clarify values and achieve commitment 68

Percent variance

Total variance

19.0

19 0

19.0

29 9

Kaiser statistic - 0.40, N -2251

I 00 7,2040

Table 0.7

Associations Among Content Influences on Course Planning-Summary (Faculty Background and Discipkne Influences)

Influence

Invortance of
Personal and

intellectual day.
(search tor meaning,
integration ot ideas,
diverse viewpoints,
desire to investigate

on own)

Factors

2 3 4 5 6
Importance of importance of Influences of Influence of Influence a

vocational acquiring Instructor s instructors instructors
development,
career search;

disciplinary and
Interdisciplinary

darting as
scholar,

religious and
political beliefs;

teaching
experience and

Influence of concepts practitioner instrtictors beliefs about
instructors
pedagogical

training

(mocie of inquiry,
great ideas, inter-

relatedness of ideas)

Interest in
education to solve

social probiems

educational
purpose

and process

My beliefs about educational purpose 55

My religious beliefs 54

My boleti about teaching as a process 63

My polkal beliefs 64

Things learned through teaching
experience 46

Things learned throughformal
education courses 55

Things learned In Instructional workshops 54

Things learned In practitioner experience 59

The way I was taight

My scholarly preparation
In the discipline 47

My praationer preparation 80

t la n2690



Table 0.7Continued

Influence

Students should:

Factors

1

Importance of
personal and

Intellectual dev.
(search lot meaning,
Integration of Ideas,
diverse viewpoints,
desire to Investigate

on own

2
Importance of

vocational
development,
career search;
Iftkleflee of
Instructors
Pda9091cal

Omni

3
Importance of

acquiiln9
cilaciplInary and
interdIsciptinary

concepts
(mode of Inquiry,
great ideas, Meer-

relatedness of ideas

Influences of
54

Instructors
Influence of

trairing as
instructors

scholar,
n'i/gloult and

practitioner
p011tiCal Wets;

instructors
Intereal In

eckication to solve
social problems

:nfluence of
Instructors
teaching

experience and
beliefs about
educational

purpose
and process

Understand important
concepts and principles .63

Be introduced to Me mode of Inquiry .55

Acquire essential skills

See importance of relating
field to other Holds

Link concepts to social problems 49 .44

Field contributes to student
development .50

Acquire specialized vocabulary

Examine diverse views about
what Is worth studying 45

110 7r2640

Table 0.7Continued

, Factors

1 2

_1

3 4 5

Importance of Importance of Importance of Influences of Influence of Influence of
personal and vocational acoilang Instructors instructors Instructors

Intellectual dev.
(search lot meaning,

development,
career search;

clscipanary and
interdisciplinary

raining as
scholar,

rellgicus and
poetical betels;

teaching
experience and

Integration of ideas,
diverse viewpoints,
desire to Investigate

Influence of
instmclors
pedagogical

concepts
(mode of Inquiry,
great ideas, Intro-

practitioner Instructors
Interest in

education to solve

beliefs about
educational

purpose
Influence on own traini I relatedness of Ideas) social problems and process

'Me Topic:

Conveys fundamental concept in field

Stimulates students In search for

.56

meaning .07

Assists students in career search .61

Is easy for students to learn 45

Helps Integrate Ideas 46

Is enioyable for students to loam 65

EnCOUrnes students to
investigate on own 64

Interrelates fundamental principles .52

Useful Hi solving problems,
making decisions 55

Provides Important examples
of Inquiry In field 57

Kahle( statistic N .2130

335 lin 10110



Tabie 0.8

Associations Among Perceived Characteristics ot Sponsoring Programs

Item

Factors

1 2
Program mission distinct and clear; Program mission as teaching,
strong coordination, prescription, leaning, and applying concepts

interrelatedness.1 4./
Teaching a major program gull

Research a major program goal

Students In program should learn concepts

Students In program should apply concepts

Course content In program is tightly coordinated .63

Student programs In program are largely prescribed .58

Program mission Is distinctive .65

Program mission Is clearty understood by faculty .63

Courses in program are Interrelated .68

Percent variance 24.5

Total variance 24.5

.44

.77

.88

15.7

40 2

Kaiser statistic 0.83, N -2143

SG 7 / 26,90

Table 0.9

Associations Among Perceived Characteristics or College

Factors

1 2
College mission dIstinct and clear; College mission as learning
strong coordination, prescription, and applying concepts

Intertelatedneu
hem

Teaching a malor college goal

Research a major col*, goal

Studer4s In college should learn concepts

Students In college should apply concepts

Course content In college Is tightly coordinated

&Went programs In college are largely prescribed

College Fission Is distinctive

College mission Is clearty understood by faculty

Courses in college are interrelated

Programs In college are interrelated

Percent variance

Total variance

.80

.41

.62

.6a

.80

.79

28.5

28.5

.77

.70

15 3

43.8

Kaiser statistic 0.78, N ft2133



Table G.10

Influence of Goals and Missions on Planning Introductory Courses (Factor Malysic)

hem

Factor

1

The distinctive goals of my college .66

The swift goals of my program Of department .75

The general responsiblilly of my program In contributing to the college .69

The extent to which my prof_ am vascribes what I teach .63

The extent to which content Is Interrelated with other programs .58

The requirements of courses students wIN take later .53

Percent variance 41.3

Total variance 4i 3

Kaiser statistic . 0.62, N .2271

SGC 1,2640

Table G.11

Influence of Student Characteristics in Planning Introductory Courses (Factor Analysis)

Nem

Factors

1

Student preparation,
effort and ability

2
Student goals

Preparation of students in class .72

Degree of effort students exhibit .75

Abikty of students in class .81

Interests of students In class .52

Time pressures on students In class .49

Life goals of students In class .79

Career goals of students In class 82

Educational goals of students In class .73

Successes and failures of students I have taught previously

Percent variance 27.6 24.8

Total variance 27 6 52 4

Kaiser statiskc . 0.76, N .2257

3 3 '7
IWO 71610



Tab lb 0,12

In AMMO of External Agencies on Planning introductory Courses (Factor Analysis)

Hem

Factor

1

Accrecttation standards .80

Emp toyer expectations .73

Professional assodabons .73

External examinations .83

00M-wide achievement tests .78

Entry-ievel tests, next level .78

Other Cobege requirements 65

Percent variance 57.1

Tc4al variance 57.1

Kaiser statistic 0.82, N .2248

5GE 7,2t1.90

Table G:13

influence of Various Fad Ides and Constraints in Course Planning (Factor Analysis)

Fad OM

Item

1 2
Influence of facilities Influence c4 pragmatic

and assistance constraints

Availability of:

Appropdate textbooks .44

Facilities (labs, computers, Mc.) .78

Opportunities (clin)cs, field trips. sic.) .73

Teaching or laboratory assistants .63

Secretarial assistance 58

Supplies .70

Class size 63

Class schedule 68

Assigned workioad .78

Promotion or tenure pressures 48

Required Instructional mode

Percent variance 25 0 18 5

Total variance 25 0 43 5

Kaiser statistic 0.70, N .2249

3
SW MVO



Table 0.14

Influence of Sources and Services in Planning Introductory Courses (Factor Malys's)

Item

Factors

1

Influence of
campus offices

2
Influence of

print information
sources

3
Influence of
laxary and

audiovisual center

4
Influence of

colleagues in flak!

Advising office .68

Instructional development office .70

Student services office .68

Library services .73

Audio visual services .74

Program chairperson .89

Colleague .70

Mentor

Articles or books by teachirbyleaming experts .71

Articles or books by discipline experts .80

Percent variance 15 8 13.1 12 1 11.3

Total variance 15 8 28.9 41 0 52 3

Kaiser statistic - 0.58. N -2311

'Minimal value used for 'not applicable responses

SGO 7t25/90

Table 3.15

Contextual 'nfluences on Course Manning-Summary Factor Analysis

Influence

Factors

1 2
External Available

influences facilities,
opportunities,

assistance

3 4 6
Student Service COnstraints

character- offices and pragmatic
islica issues

8 7
College/ Student Learning and
program goals disciplinary

goals and books/
mission articles

Distinctive goals of my college
.58

Spectfic goals of my program
.73

Program contribution to college
62

Program proscribes what I teach .58

Content interrelatedness with other
programs

41

Requirements of courses students
will lake later

40

Accreditation standards 70

Employer expectations 63

Professional associabons 64

External exarninations 77

College-wide tests 71

Entry-level tests, next level 70

Transfer requirements 69

Student preparation 70

Student effort .72

70 7/21140

33)



Table 0.15 -Continued

Influence

Factors

1 2
External Available

influences tacilties,
opportunities,

assistance

3
Student

character-
lobes

4 5
Service Constraints
offices and pragmatic

issues

6 7 8
College/ Student Learning and
program goals disciplinary

goats and books/
mission articles

Student *illy .80

Student interests .54

Time pressures on students .48

Lite goals of students .72

Career goals of students .67

Earcational goals of students .60

Success of previous students

Availability of:

Appropriate textbooks .39

Facdties (labs, etc.) .67

Opportunities (cliNcs, etc.) .71

Teaching or lab assistants .50

Secretarial assistance 54

Supplies .64

Class size 52

Class schedule 64

Assigned workload 74

7G 7,26/00

Table 0.15 -Confinued

Factors

1

External
influences

Influence

2
Available
lacilities,

opportunities,
assistance

3
Student

character-
Wks

4
Service
(Micas

5
Constraints

and pragmatic
Issues

8
College/
program

goals and
mission

7
Student

goals

8
LearNng and
discipinary

books.'
aiticles

Promotion or tenure pressure .44

Required mode of instruction .38

Advising office .62

Instructional development office .61

Student services office .65

Library ',micas .39

Audio-visual services .54

Program thairperson

Colleague

Mentor

Articles Or books by teaching/klarNng experts .68

Mt les or books by discipline experts
.71

Percent variance 10 8 7 1 6.4 3.7 5 2 6.1 4.3 3.4

Total variance 10 8 17 7 24 1 27.8 33.0 1 43.4 46.8

Kaiser statistic 0.75. N -2140

4

()
170 7/2690



Table 3.16

Usehil Sources ol Teaching Assistance (Pallor Analysis)

Horn

=11,
Faclors

Local services
2

Colleagues elsewhere
3

Local colleagues

Department or division chair .51

Dean .37

Department colleague .49

Nondepartment colleague at the college .34

Colleague at another Institution .54

Instructional development center .56

Audio visual service center .49

Computer center .47

Student assistance or tutoring center .38

Test scoring service .52

Family mentors

Disciplinary or professional association .68

Books or articles on Instructional design .51

Course evaluations from students .36

Services of a consortium of institutions .34

Percent variance 10.0 10.1 7.1

Total variance 10.0 20.1 27.2

Kaiser statistic 0.40, N -2311

'Minimal values used for "'not applicable items

1PG MONO

Table G.17

Steps in Course Planning (Factor Analysis)

Factor

Nem

Select content from field .36

Think about student characteristics .55

Select oblectives based on external Influences .41

Select oblectives based on own background, beliefs, and experience

Select textbooks, other resources .48

Select activities based on learning theory and past experience .57

Look at student evaluations .87

Look at previous exarrination resutts .67

Percent variance 26.2

Total variance 26.2

Kaiser statistic . 0.48, N .2269

341 I ttri 712410



Table 3.18

Typical Sequencing of Content ln introductory Courses (Factor Analysis)

item

Faciors

1

Knowledge use/
learning-based

2
Knowledge creatiorV
value development

Structurally-based

Knowledge utilization .63

Concept-based

Learning-based .54

Vocationally-based 60

Knowledge creation .54

Value development 55

Percent variance 16 8 13 1

Total variance 16.8 29 9

Kaiser statistic - 0.44, N -2257

Table 0.19

Ways of Assisting and Monitoring Student Learning (Factor Analysis)

I9G

Nem

Factor

Provide extra help sessions .34

Provide structure to elartty material .38

Find ways to motivate students . 51

Show enthusiasm tor subject 65

Show personal concern tor students .69

Provide rola model tor students 56

Percent variance 30 8

Total variance 30 8

Kaiser statistic - 0.48, N -2269



Table G.20

Usefullrdcators of SMient Learning (Fa COI Maly's)

Item

Factors

Personal observatione of behavior
2

Assignments
3

Examinations

Examine mutts ol quizzes/exanw .93

Watch student facestody language .47

°beim discussion and participations .56

Obseive after-clan questions .59

Observe frequency of student office visits .55

Observe class attendance .44

aoserve frequency of comets assignments .62

Analyze student papers and themes .78

Examine student course evaluations .37

Analyze student Journais .46

Percent variance 14.6 14.0 9.0

Total varlancu 14.6 28 6 37.6

Kaiser statistic - 0.48. N -2259

'Not applicable responses" omitted

260 77 5/90

Table No number yet

Genera! Categories of Influence on Course Plaiong (Factor Analysrs)

Item

Factors

influences external
to instructor

2
Instructor's background

and teaching field

Characteristics of Meld I teach

My own bat.kground and education

Characteristics of students In my class

.44

71

Goole of my colkige 71

Goals 04 my program 69

Goals of external groups such , errployers or state licensing boards .57

Avzilability of instrucbonal materials 35

Opinions of knowledgeable others 40

Percent variance 21 1 11 6

Total valiance 21 2 32 9

Kaiser statistic - 0.51. N -2262

343
40 S90



Planning Introductory College Courses

APPENDIX H

Course Planning Exploration Survey Form



Inaoductory Course Version

COURSE PLANNING EXPLORATION

This questionnaire explores issues of course planning with college faculty members who
teach in various undergraduate fields. The results of the survey will be aggregated and
used to outline the variety of planning models used by faculty in both academic and career
programs. Individual responses will not be identifiable in any report.

The questions focus on a specific introductory course that you have taught at least
once in the last 12 months. Students in this course typically will be taking their first college
course in your field.

In order to avoid words that are field-specific, we discussed most items in this survey with
several faculty members in seven fields. Nonetheless, due to differences among fields, and
among types of colleges, some questions or choices may seem more familiar than others.
Please try to answer each question but feel free to add notes in the places provided
whenever the questions seem ambiguous to you.

Please do not lfht the apparent length of the survey deter you. It should take between 30 and
60 minutes to complete. At the end of each part of the questionnaire, we have inserted
space for comments or additional information you may wish to provide. Faculty members
who have participated in developing the survey have found it useful and thought-provoking
to think about the steps they take in planning their courses. We hope that you too will
enjoy reflecting on your own planning processes.

If you have questions about the survey, contact:

Mak.olm A. Lowther, Professor
National Center for Research to Improve Postsecondary Teaching and Learning

Suite 2400, School of Education Building
University of Michigan

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109-1259
(313) 936-2741

NATION& CENTER ra
inaltirTirffilva

O MiCONDARY
?CACHING end LIMNING

© 1987, The Regents of Tbe University of Michigan for the National Center for Resealch to Improve Postsecondary Teaching
and Learning. All rights reserved.



NCRIPTAL SURVEY OF COURSE PLANNING

List of Course Types Included in the Survey

When answering the first question on the opposing page, select a code number from this list to indicate
the type of course on which you will focus as you answer the survey.

1. Freshman composition. These writing courses are taken by beginning students with average
preparation. They may be required or strongly suggested for all or some of the students.

2. Introductory literature. These courses may cover any genre of literature, but they should
represent undergraduate students' first encounter with literature taught at the college level.

3. History. These may be courses in either American history or "Western Civilization." They

should reprtsent the first college level history courses students might take.

4. Sociology. These should be introductory sociology courses typically taken by lower division
students as first social science electives or to meet distribution requirements.

5. Psychology. These should be introductory psychology courses typically taken by lower
division students as first electives or to meet distribution requirements. It is not important
whether psychology is classified as a natural science or a social/behavioral science.

6. Educational Psychology. This should be the first educational psychology course taken by
students who plan to enter educational careers. Depending upon the institutional plan, this
course may be taken either before or after formal admission to a program in education.

7. Biology. These should be the first biology courses that lower division students take in college.
They may be taken by prospective majors, by general studies students, or by both groups.

8. Mathematics. The courses should be introductory mathematics courses taught at or above the
level of college algebra.

9. Introductory Fine Arts. These non-performance courses should be those elected by lower
division students as first college courses in any of the arts. They should be designed to achieve
cultural or historical understanding rather thar skill development.

1 0 . Rornance Language. These will be beginning courses in French, Spanish, or Italian that are
talua by students without prior background or whose test scores indicated they should repeat an
introductory course.

1 1 . Introduction to Nursing. This will be the first course typically offered to students entering
the nursing program. Generally, it will include a profession orientation and broad view of the
field.

1 2 . Introduction to Business. This will be the first course offered to students planning to
study some area of business or business administration. Although not all business programs
offer such survey covses, those that do frequently plan the course to provide a broad view of the
field.



PLANNNG YOUR INTRODUCTORY COURSE

Please select an introductory course you teach that falls into L lc of the twelve
types of courses listed on the opposing page (inside the front LJver of this booklet).
Describe the course, the students who enroll, and the program that offers the
course below. Then keep the course in mind as you answer the survey.

I. YOUR INTRODUCTORY COURSE AND PROGRAM

1. Using the list on the opposing page, write the number (1-12) of the group
that includes your course in the box at the right. FT

1:1-4
1:5-8

(1:9.10)

2a. Title of the course on which you will focus (1:11-12)

(1:13-15)2b. Course number 3. Year and term last taught

4. Number of students last time 5. Number of times you have taught this course (1:16-18)
(1:19-20)

6. Are additional sections offered by other instructors ? 0 YES 0 NO (1:21)

7. In the list below check the statement that best describes the level and purpose of the :22)
course.

(1

0 a developmental (remedial) course offered without degree credit
0 a developmental (remedial) course offered with degree credit
0 a general education course for students with limited background
O a general education course for both prospective majors and others
O an introductory course for prospective majors
O an introductory course in a trade or technical career program
0 a division-wide core course
ID a college-wide core course

8. In their background preparation, students who enroll in this course are most typically:
(Check one)

(1:23)

O not at all prepared
O somewhat prepared
0 very well prepared
O extremely well prepared



9. In their coursework, students who enroll in this course generally: (Check one) (1:24)

0 exhibit very little effort
exhbit relatively little effort

0 exhibit modest effort
O exhibit a great deal of effort

10. What type of organizational unit has immediate responsibility for offering this course? (1:25)

Please check the single most accurate description.

O a department composed of faculty from one academic or occupational field0 a division composed of faculty from several occupational or academic fields0 a sequence or subprogram within an academic or occupational department0 a broadly based college committee (e.g., general education committee, trade
and technical education committee)

O a college-wide administrative unit
0 other (please specify)

What would you say is the primary goal of the organizational unit that sponsors your (1:26)

introductory course? (Check one)

0 to offer general education courses to students in the college
O to prepare majors in an academic field0 to prepare students for transfer to four-year colleges
O to prepare students for direct career entry
O to prepare students for entry to graduate and professional schools
O other (please specify)

2

3 4 S



12, Please circle the appropriate number on each scale at the right to indicate how true each
statement is for:

a. your college (or university) as a whole, and

b. the organizational unit (program) that spvnsors your course

a. My college b. My program

Not
at all
true

Not
Very at all Very
true true true

Teaching is a major goal 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 (1:27)

(1:28)

Research is a major goal 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 (1:29)

(1:30)

Students should learn concepts 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 (1:31)

(1:32)

Students should apply concepts 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 (1:33)

(1:34)

Course content is tightly 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 (1:35)

coordinated (1:36)

Student programs are largely 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 (1:37)

prescribed (1:38)

The mission is distinctive 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 (1:39)

(1:40)

llhe mission is clearly tuaderstood 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 (1:41)

by faculty (1:42)

Courses are very much interrelated 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 (1:43)

(1:44)

Programs are very much
interrelated

1 2 3 4 5 (1:45)

(1:46)

3



13. Please circle the appropriate number on the scale at the right of each paragraph below to indicate
how well the statement describes the program that sponsors the introductoty course you teach.

Not at all
like my program

Very much
like my program

A. In my program, faculty believe that students learn
most effectively when they follow their own interests.

1 2 3 4 5 (1:47)

Thus, we offer a rather broad range of courses and
learning experiences and allow students to choose
from them.

B. In my program, we are guided by the belief that all
students should cover similar topics in introductory
courses. Decisions about course content, therefore,
are made by a group of faculty or the chairperson or
they reflect employer needs. Therefore I have little
autonomy in selecting the content.

1 2 3 4 5 (1:48)

C. In general, content and skills taught in my program
are hierarchical in nature. Consequently, the faculty
feel it is essential for students to enroll in courses
in a specific sequence so that each course serves
as part of a set of building blocks.

1 2 3 4 5 (1:49)

D. In my program, the faculty believe it is important to
link course content with the topics taught in other
fields. Therefore, as we help students plan their
programs, we stress to them that they should enroll
in courses in other programs.

1 2 3 4 5 (1:50)

E. At my college, many curricular decisions are made 1 2 3 4 5 (1:51)

outside the program. Decisions about what courses
students should take, what the course content should
be, and in what sequence the courses should be taken
are often decided in committees or forums other than
within the program, particularly for introductory
courses.

COMMENTS ON PART I:

4



II. YOUR TEACHING FIELD

This section of the questionnaire explores your views of the field that you teach.

14. Please answer the following questions to indicate how well each phrase describes:

a. the field that you teach:

b. your field as you portray it to students in the introductory course

a. Describes my field b. Describes my field as I
portray it in this course

A mode of inquiry

An interrelated set of interests
and values

A set of skills to be mastered

A set of skills to be applied

A set of phenomena that people
have tried to explain

A group of individuals who share
common interest in trying to
understand the world

An organized body of knowledge

A set of interrelated concepts and
operations

COMMENTS ON PART II:

Poorly Well

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

Poorly Well

1 2 3 4 5 (1:52)

(1:53)

1 2 3 4 5 (1:54)

(1:55)

1 2 3 4 5 (1:56)

(1:57)

1 2 3 4 5 (1:58)

(1:59)

1 2 3 4 5 (1:60)

(1:61)

1 2 3 4 5 (1:62)

(1:63)

1 2 3 4 5 (1:64)

(1:65)

1 2 3 4 5 (1:66)

(1:67)



III. YOUR BELIEFS ABOUT EDUCATION

15. Listed below are several beliefs about the purpose and process of education. On the scale
to the right of each statement circle the number that indicates how similar the statement
is to the beliefs that underlie your introductory course planning. After you have rated all
statements, please place a check in the box at the left of the single statement
you consider most like your own beliefs.

0 A. In general, the purpose of education is to make the
world a better place for all of us. Students must be
taught to understand that they play a key role in
attaining this goal. To do this, I organize my course
to relate its content to conwmporary social issues.
By studying content that reflects real life
situations, students learn to adapt to a changing
society and to intervene where necessary.

0 B. The main purpose of education is to teach
students how to think effectively. As they interact
with course content, students must learn general
intellectual skills, such as observing, classifying,
analyzing, and synthesizing. Such skills, once
acquired, can transfer to other situations. In this
way, students gain intellectual autonomy.

0 C. Whatever the curriculum, effective education
demands that instructors attend closely to
instructional processes. Goals and objectives
should be clearly specified and course procedures
should be systematically designed to achieve the
objectives. In part, my success as an instructor
depends on the degree to which students
achieve the object:Yes by the end of the course.

0 D. Education should provide students with knowledge
and skills that enable them to earn a living and
contribute to society's production. I believe a
fundamental role for me as an instructor is to help
students achieve their vocational goPls.

6

Not at all like
like my belief

Very much
like my belief

1 2 3 4 5 (1:68)

1 2 3 4 5 (1:69)

1 2 3 1 5 (1:70)

1 2 3 4 5 (1:71)

354,7



Not at all like
like my belief

Very much
like my belief

0 E. The purposes of education and the types of ideas
and skills that students are to learn are determined
for the most part by the college mission and
available resources. Within these parameters, I

try to help students see the value of education. I
would change significantly the way I arrange the
content of my course if I had more flexibility.

1 2 3 4 5 (1:72)

0 F. Education should involve students in a series
of personally enriching experiences. To meet this
broad objective, I select content that allows
students to discover themselves as unique
individuals and thus acquire personal autonomy.

1 2 3 4 5 (1:73)

I discuss appropriate activities and content with
students in an effort to individualize the course.

0 G. In my judgment, education should emphasize
the great products and discoveries of the human
mind. Thus, I select content from my field to
cover the major ideas and concepts that
important thinkers in the discipline have

1 2 3 4 5 k 1:74)

illuminated. I consider my teaching successful
if students are able to demonstrate both breadth
and depth of knowledge in my field.

0 H. Whatever the curriculum, it should help students 1 2 3 4 5 (1:75)

clarify their beliefs and values and thus achieve
commitment and dedication to guide their lives. For
me, the development of values is an educational
outcome as important as acquisition of subject
knowledge in the field I teach.

Reminder: After rating all statements, place a check in the box at the
left of the single best description which is most like your own beliefs.

COMMENTS ON PART III:
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IV. YOUR COURSE PLANNING ACTIVITIES

This section of the survey Is designed to help us understand the way you plan your introductory
course and the things that Influence your planning.

16. The following are possible steps In course planning. Please circle the appropriate number
on each scale at the right to show how typical this step is of your work in planning the
Introductory course. After you have rated all statements, please place a check in the
box at the left of the single statement that describes what you typically
do first when you plan a course.

Not at all Very
typical typical

0 I think about what content should be selected from 1

my field. I consider which concepts are worth
learning, what vocabulary should be acquired, what
skills should be learned, or how ideas in the
discipline fit together.

0 I think about the needs, preparation, and goals of 1

students who will be enrolled in the course and how
the students will use what they learn.

0 I select objectives for the course based primarily 1

on such standards as the college mission, the goals
of my program, the requirements of the employers,
the recommendations of my professional association
or an accrediting association.

0 I draw primarily upon my own background, 1

education, philosophy of education, and previous
teaching experience as the most essential elements
that determine the objectives of the course.

0 I think about what teaching materials or resources 1

are available that will guide the progress of the course.
For example, I may select a textbook, assemble varied
readings, plan the use of laboratory space, or devise
local field trips.

0 Basing my thinking partly on learning theory and 1

partly on my past experience, I choose the types of
activities I believe will best promote student learning.

0 I look at student evaluations for previous offerings 1

of the course and make appropriate adjustments.

0 1 look at results of previous examinations in order to 1

identify needed changes in the course so that students
will learn more.

BLOM

2 3 4 5 (2:5)

2 3 4 5 (2:6)

2 3 4 5 (2:7)

2 3 4 5 (2:8)

2 3 4 5 (2:9)

2 3 4 5 (2:10)

2 3 4 5 (2:11)

2 3 4 5 (2:12)

Reminder: After rating all statements, place a check in the box at
the left of the statement that describes what you typically do first.

8
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17. Many factors influence faculty members as they plan courses. Use the scales below to
indicate how strongly each item influences you in planning the introductory course.

IN PLANNING MY INTRODUCTORY COURSE THE FOLLOWING CONSIDERATIONS
INFLUENCE ME:

Not at
a I I

Very
strongly

Characteristics of the field I teach 1 2 3 4 5 (2:14)

My own background and education 1 2 3 4 5 (2:15)

Characteristics of students in my class 1 2 3 4 5 (2:16)

Goals of my college 1 2 3 4 5 (2:17)

Goals of my program 1 2 3 4 5 (2:18)

Goals of external groups such as employers
or state licensing boards

1 2 3 4 5 (2:19)

Availability of instructional materials 1 2 3 4 5 (2:20)

The opinions of knowledgeable others 1 2 3 4 5 (2:21)

Not at Very
al l strongly

My beliefs about educational purpose 1 2 3 4 5 (2:22)

My religious beliefs 1 2 3 4 5 (2:23)

My beliefs about teaching as a process 1 2 3 4 5 (2:24)

My political beliefs 1 2 3 4 5 (2:25)

Things I have learned through teaching experience 1 2 3 4 5 (2:26)

Things I learned in formal education courses 1 2 3 4 5 (2:27)

Things I learned in instructional workshops 1 2 3 4 5 (2:28)

Things I learned as a practitioner in the field 1 2 3 4 5 (2:29)

The way the course was taught when I took it 1 2 3 4 5 (2:30)

My preparation as a scholar in the discipline 1 2 3 4 5 (2:31)

My preparation as a practitioner in the field 1 2 3 4 5 (2:32)

Other

9
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IN PLANNING MY INTRODUCTORY COURSE THE FOLLOWING CONSIDERATIONS
INFLUENCE ME:

Students need to understand important concepts and
principles in my field.

Students must be introduced to the mode of inquiry
in my field.

It is important for students to acquire essential
skills in my field.

I nee.: to help students see the importance of relating
my field to other fields.

Students need to link concepts in my field to social
problems.

My field can make an important contribution to
students' personal development.

Students need to acquire specialized vocabulary in
my field at an early stage in their learning.

It is important for students to examine diverse views
about what is worth studying in my fie16.

Other

1 0

Not at
al I

Very
strongly

1 2 3 4 5 (2:33)

1 2 3 4 5 (2:34)

1 2 3 4 5 (2:35)

1 2 3 4 5 (2:36)

1 2 3 4 5 (2:37)

1 2 3 4 5 (2:38)

1 2 3 4 5 (2:39)

1 2 3 4 5 (2:40)



IN PLANNING MY INTl UC1ORY COURSE THE FOLLOWING CONSIDERATIONS
INFLUENCE ME:

Not at
al I

Very
strongly

The preparation of students in my class 1 2 3 4 5 (2:41)

The degree of effort students typically exhibit 1 2 3 4 5 (2:42)

The ability of students in my class 1 2 3 4 5 (2:43)

The intensts of students in my class 1 2 3 4 5 (2:44)

The time pressures on students in my class 1 2 3 4 S (2:45)

The life goals of students in my class 1 2 3 4 5 (2:46)

The career goals of students in my class 1 2 3 4 5 (2:47)

The educational goals of students in my class 1 2 3 4 5 (2:481

The successes and failures of students I have taught
previously

1 2 3 4 5 (2:49)

Other

Not at Very
al I strongly

The --tinctive goals of my college 1 2 3 4 5 (2:50)

The specific goals of my program or department. 1 2 3 4 5 (2:51)

The general responsibility of my program in
contributing to the college

1 2 3 4 5 (2:52)

The extent to which my program prescribes what 1 2 3 4 5 (2:53)

I teach

The extent to which content is interrelated with
other programs

1 2 3 4 5 (2:54)

The requirements of courses students will take later 1 2 3 4 5 (2:55)

Other

1 1
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IN PLANNING MY INTRODUCTORY COURSE THE FOLLOWING CONSIDERATIONS
INFLUENCE ME:

Not at
al 1

Very
strongly

Accreditation standards 1 2 3 4 5 (2:56)

Expectations of employers 1 2 3 4 5 (2:57)

Recommendations of professional associations 1 2 3 4 5 (2:58)

External examinations (state boards, licensing, etc.) 1 2 'I 4 5 (2:59)

College-wide achievement tests 1 2 3 4 5 (2:60)

Specific tests for entry to next educational level 1 2 3 4 5 (2:61)

( e.g., MCAT, GRE, etc.)

Requirements of other colleges in which students
may subsequently enroll

1 2 3 4 5 (2:62)

Other

Not at Very
al 1 strongly

Availability of appropriate textbooks 1 2 3 4 5 (2:63)

Availability of facilities (labs, computers etc.) 1 2 3 4 5 (2:64)

Availability of opportunities (clinics, field trips, etc.) 1 2 3 4 5 (2:65)

Availability of teaching or laboratory assistants 1 2 3 4 5 (2:66)

Availability of secretarial assistance 1 2 3 4 5 (2:67)

Availability of supplies 1 2 3 4 5 (2:68)

Other

1 2
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IN PLANNING MY INTRODUCTORY COURSE THE FOLLOWING CONSIDERATIONS
INFLUENCE ME:

Not at
al I

Very
strongly

Class size 1 2 3 4 5 (2:69)

Class schedule (term, week, day, hour) 1 2 3 4 5 (2:70)

My assigned workload 1 2 3 4 5 (2:71)

Promotion or tenure pressures on me 1 2 3 4 5 (2:72)

A required mode of instruction 1 2 3 4 5 (2:73)

Other

IN PLANNING MY INTRODUCTORY COURSE THE FOLLOWING SOURCES OR
SERVICES INFLUENCE ME: (Please do not respond
exist at your college.)

if a specific service does not

Not at Very
al 1 strongly

Advising office 1 2 3 4 5 (2:74)

Instructional development office 1 2 3 4 5 (2:75)

Student services office 1 2 3 4 5 (2:76)

Library services 1 2 3 4 5 (2:77)

Audio-visual serv ices 1 2 3 4 5 (2:78)

Program chairperson 1 2 3 4 5 (2:79)

Colleague 1 2 3 4 5 (2:80)

3.1-4

Mentor 1 2 3 4 5 (3:5)

Articles or books by teaching and learning experts 1 2 3 4 5 (3:6)

Articles or books by discipline experts 1 2 3 4 5 (3:7)

Other



IN PLANNING MY INTRODUCTORY COURSE THE FOLLOWING CONSIDERATIONS
INFLUENCE ME TO SELECT PARTICULAR TOPICS:

Not at
al I

Very
strongly

The topic conveys an important or fundamental
concept in my field.

1 2 3 4 5 (3:8)

The topic stimulates students in their search for
meaning in life.

1 2 3 4 5 (3:9)

The topic assists students in their search for a
meaningful career.

1 2 3 4 5 (3:10)

The topic is easy for students to learn. 1 2 3 4 5 (3:11)

The topic helps students to integrate their ideas
into a cumulative knowledge base.

1 2 3 4 5 (3:12)

The topic is enjoyable for students to learn. 1 2 3 4 5 (3:13)

The topic encourages students to do more
investigation on their own.

1 2 3 4 5 0:14)

The topic interrelates fundamental and lower
concepts into broader abstractions and pi inciples.

1 2 3 4 5 (3:15)

The topic is useful in solving problems, making
decisions, or performing on the job.

1 2 3 4 5 (3:16)

The topic provides important examples of inquiry
in my field.

1 2 3 4 5 (3:17)

COMMENTS ON PART IV:
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V. SOURCES OF TEACHING ASSISTANCE

18, Suppose you wanted to get advice about Issues concerning your course planning and teaching.
From which source would you expect to get the most useful help? (Circle one response for
each suggested source of assistance.)

(NA = Not Available to me here)

Source of Assistance
Not
helpful

Extremely
helpful NA

Department or division chairperson 1 2 3 4 5 NA (3:18)

Dean 1 2 3 4 5 NA (3:19)

Department colleague 1 2 3 4 5 NA (3:20)

Non-department colleague at this college 1 2 3 4 5 NA (3:21)

Colleague at another institution 1 2 3 4 5 NA (3:22)

Instructional development center 1 2 3 4 5 NA (3:23)

Audio-visual service center 1 2 3 4 5 NA (3:24)

Computer center 1 2 3 4 5 NA (3:25)

Student assistance (tutoring) center 1 2 3 4 5 NA (3:26)

Test scoring service 1 2 3 4 5 NA (3:27)

My own family members 1 2 3 4 5 NA (3:28)

Disciplinary or professional association 1 2 3 4 5 NA (3:29)

Books or articles on instructional design 1 2 3 4 5 NA (3:30)

Course evaluations from students 1 2 3 4 5 NA (3:31)

Services provided by a group of
institutions (consortium)

1 2 3 4 5 NA (3:32)

COMMENTS ON PART V:
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VI. ARRANGING COURSE CONTENT

Faculty members in different fields may select different ways of arra,aging content of
a course for presentation. Even within fields, the way faculty arrange course content varies
according to the level and purpose of the course.

19. Keeping in mind your introductory cou-se, how close is each of the seven descriptions below
to the way you prefer to arrange content? After you have rated all statements by circling
the number on the appropriate scale, please place a check In the box at the left of
the single statement you consider mos like the arrangement you use.

0 A. In planning my course, I organize the material so
that it is consistent with the way relationships in
my field occur or exist in the world. For
example, I may use patterns such as: spatial
relationships, chronological relationships, physical
relationships, or other natural occurrences.

El B. In planning my course, I organize the material in
ways that will help students use it in social,

Ipersonal, or career settings. Thus, create problem-
solving situations and encourage students to take
responsibility for solving real life problems in a
logical and organized fashion. Since it is not always
possible to know the specific problems students will
face, or the skills they will need, I try to select
course material so that students encounter broad
problem-solving strategies that may be useful in
their lives and careers.

1 2 3 4 5 (3:33)

1 2 3 4 5 (3:34)

Not at all
like my course

Very much
like my course

0 C. In planning my course, I generally organize units 1 2 3 4 5 (3:35)

around major ideas or concepts of the field so that
understanding of these concepts evolves in a manner
that represents important relationships. I am likely
to organize material in patterns such as one of the
following: (I) relationships of classes and groups of
objects or phenomena; (2) relationships of theory to
application of theory, or rule to example, or evidence
to conclusion; (3) relationships that proceed from
simplest ideas to ideas of more precision, complexity,
and/or abstractness; (4) relationships of logical
sequence in which one idea is necessary to
comprehend the next.

1 6
3f;



Not at all
like my course

Very much
like my course.

El D. In planning my course, I generally organize the 1 2 3 4 5 (3:16)

material according to what I know about how
students learn. For example, I may organize
material according to one or more principles such
as: (1) students should first learn skills that are
likely to be useful in later learning; (2) students
should encounter familiar ideas and simple
phenomena before those that are more unfamiliar
and complex; (3) students should understand an
idea or concept before attempting to interpret and
use it; or (4) students should encounter material
geared to their readiness to learn.

0 E. In planning my course, I organize materials in 1 2 3 4 5 (3:37)

ways that will help otudents attain knowledge and
skills needed in their chosen careers. Since the work
tasks are clearly specified in the field I teach, my
familiarity with the practice field and the needs of
potential employers provides important guidance
in arranging course content.

0 F. In planning my course I generally organize 1 2 3 4 5 (3:38)

material according to the way in which knowledge
has been created in my field. I tend to structure
the course around the processes of generating,
discovering, or verifying knowledge. Therefore, I
typically include as primary foci of the course
topics such as (1) ways of drawing valid inferences,
and (2) ways in which scholars in my field discover
relationships.

0 G. In planning my course, I organize material in ways 1 2 3 4 5 (3:39)

that will help studcnts clarify and become committed
to values and beliefs. I tend to structure the course
around issues such as dilemmas, ethical problems, or
value dimensions that I know have implications for
students as they try to lead a fulfilling and exemplary
life.

Reminder: After rating all statements, place a check in the box at
the left of the single best description for the way you arrange your
course's contera.

COMMENTS ON PART VI:

1 '7

363

3:40

X



VII. COMMUNICATING GOALS TO STUDENTS

After the course is planned, and in progress, instructors use different ways of sending
messages to their stvdents about what they view as important goals or outcomes in their
classes. This part asks about the types of goals you try to communicate to students, how
you communicate them, and how effectively you think each of these scs of commun-
icating is.

20. Please state briefly two goals for your introductory course that you believe are
important to communicate to students.

B.

21. Using the appropriate scales at the right, please indicate which of the following methods
you rely on to communicate the goals you named above to students in the introductory
course. Then estimate how effective you believe that method is.

Reliance on Method Effectiveness of Method

Seldom Rely on Not Very
rely on heavily effective effective

(3:42)

(3:43)

I describe the course goals and objectives 1 1 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 (3:44)

in the syllabus in detail. (3:45)

I spend considerable time during the first 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 (3:46)

class stressing course goals and objectives (3:47)

orally.

I remind students of the goals 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 (3:48)

periodically throughout the term. (3:49)

structure assignments and activities that are 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 (3:50)
linked to the goals and allow students to identify (3:51)

the connections independently.

I structure assignments and activities that are 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 (3:52)
linked to the goals and explicitly discuss their (3:53)
purposes with students.

1 8
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Other (please specify)

COMMENTS ON PART VII:

VIII. ASSISTING AND MONITORING STUDENT LEARNING

Listed below are some statements faculty members have used to describe the most important
things they do to assist students in learning.

22. Please circle the appropriate number on the scales at the right to indicate which statements
are most like the kinds of things you do to help students in this introductory course learn.

Not at all like
what I do

Very much like
what I do

I provide extra help sessions. 1 2 3 4 5 (3:54)

I provide structure to clarify the
course material.

1 2 3 4 (3W)

I find ways to motivate or interest students. 1 2 3 4 5 (3:56)

I show enthusiasm for my subject. 1 2 3 4 5 (3:37)

I show personal concern and empathy. 1 2 3 4 5 (3:38)

I try to provide a role model for students. 1 2 3 4 5 (3:59)

Other

1 9
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23. Listed below are some examples of "indicators" or clues that some faculty members use to
tell whether students are actively involved in learning. How often do you use each indicator?
What degree of confidence do you have in each indicator?

(NA = I do not use the indicator)
Use of Indicator

Daily Weekly Monthly
or less

Examining results of quizzes or exams

Watching student faces and other body
language

Observing student discussions and class
participation

Observing frequency of after-class
discussions and questions

Observing frequency of student visits
to my office

Obsevving class attendance

Observing frequency of turning in
complete assignments

Analyzing student themes or papers

Examining student evaluations of
the course

Analyzing student journals

Other (please st,ecify)

COMMENTS ON PART VIII:

Confidence in Indicator

95% 50% 25%
or less

0 0 0 NA 0 0 0 (3:60)

(3:61)

0 0 0 NA 0 0 0 (3:62)

(3:63)

0 0 0 NA 0 0 0 (3:64)

(3:65)

0 0 D NA 0 0 0 (3:66)

(3:67)

0 0 0 NA 0 0 0 (3:68)

(3:69)

0 0 0 NA 0 0 0 (3:70)

(3:71)

0 0 0 INA 0 0 0 (3:72)

(3:73)

0 0 0 NA 0 0 0 (3:74)

(3:75)

0 0 0 NA 0 0 0 (3:76)

(3:77)

0 0 0 INA 0 0 0 (3:78)

2 0

(3:79)



PERSONAL DATA

Please fill in the following information to help us describe the group of
faculty members who have responded to this survey.

24. Your institution

25. Your department

26. Your sex: 0 MALE 0 FEWIALE

27. Your age:

28. Which is the highest degree you hold? (Check one)

0 bachelor's
0 master's
0 two or more master's degrees
0 doctoral degree

29. In what subject is the highest degree

30. What is your academic rank in your

0 positions here are unranked

0 lecturer, adjunct, contract teacher

0 instructor

0 assistant professor

0 associate professor

0 professor

you hold?

present position? (Check one)

31. Do you teach full- or part-time? (Check one)

0 full-time faculty

0 part-time faculty

32. Are you tenured in your position? YE S NO 0 NOT APPLICABLE HIRE 0

33. How many full years have you worked in
(Complete all that apply)

1 full-time college teacher

graduate teaching assistant in college

high school teacher

teacher in business or industry

2 1
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each of the following positions?

4:1-4

(4:5)

(4:6-7)

(4:8)

(4:9-10)

(4:11)

(4:12)

(4:13)

(4:14-15)

(4:16-17)

(4:18-19)

(4:20-21)



34. How many years have you held your present teaching position at your (4:22-23)
current institution?

35. How many full years (count four summers as a year) have you been employed (4:24-25)

in your field or a closely related field in an occupation other than teaching?

36. On the lines below, please enter the number of courses you have taught within
the last twelve months at each of the levels listed.

Number of courses taught

Introductory undergraduate course (lower division, first (4:26-27)

two years of college, or other course for novices)

Intermediate or advanced undergraduate (upper division, (4:28-29)

third to fifth year of college program, for students with prior
background in this or closely related fields)

Graduate course (master's or higher level courses) (4:30-31)

37. If you have taught one or more intermediate or advanced undergraduate
courses during the last twelve months, please reflect on how you might have
answered the questions in this survey if we had asked you to focus on such an
upper division course.

Would your answers have been: (Check one)

0 very different
0 somewhat different
0 about the same

38. If selected to help us understand variations in course planning at different
levels, would you be willing to answer parts of this survey again in a few
weeks for a more advanced course that you teach?

YES 0 NO El

(4:32)

(4:33)

39. If yes, indicate the title and level of the more advanced course on which you (4:34-35)
would focus.

(continued next page)
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Please fill in your complete name and address below if you would like a
copy of the survey results and/or you agreed that we might contact you
again. Be assured that if you have not indicated willingness to do so, we
will not ask you to complete a second survey.

Name and Address (optional):

Thank you for taking the time to complete this extensive survey.
Your valuable contribution to this national project is appreciated.

(4:36)

Please place this completed survey in the postage-paid envelope provided and return it directly to:

Program on Curriculum Influences and Impacts
National Center for Research to Improve

Postsecondary Teaching and Learning
2400 School of Education
The University of Michigan
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109-1259

To avoid receiving reminders, please return the postcard enclosed with this survey
packet to the campus liaison office that distributed this survey to you.

2 3
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